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“Unaided by Eugenic Foresight’: 
The Controversy over 
Jensenism 


T LEAST through the mid-1960s the civil rights movement, untainted 

by political or ideological entanglements, maintained an overwhelming 
moral authority. The nation could no longer tolerate the contradiction 
between its professed ideals and a sociolegal system refusing millions of 
citizens access to schools, neighborhoods, restaurants, and even water 
fountains. As the most blatant forms of segregation disappeared, the 
movement's emphasis began to shift from struggling for equal rights to 
improving the conditions of life for the society’s poor, a concern auspiciously 
echoed by Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty. This temporary confluence 
of the civil rights movement’s goals with the president’s domestic agenda 
produced the Great Society programs, landmark social welfare legislation 
providing many of the most impoverished citizens with new access to 
health care, nutrition, and education. 

Although these measures were intended to benefit not just blacks but 
all of that “other America” that Michael Harrington had so forcefully 
brought to the nation’s attention, some scientists, again claiming blacks to 
be genetically inferior, opposed the War on Poverty by using the same 
logic that the segregationists had employed against Brown. “The feasibil- 
ity of producing any significant change in the position of minority racial 
groups,” wrote Robert E. Kuttner in Perspectives in Biology and Medicine, 
“rests on the assumption that genetic capacity is approximately the same 
for all groups.”! That is, programs of medical care, better food, and 
educational assistance for blacks and other minorities were justified only 
if they were genetically equal to whites. 

Underlying this claim was the logical extension of early Social Darwinist 
thought that had unregretfully predicted—indeed, even relished—an 
imminent demise of the black race. This prognosis had scientifically 
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precluded any social assistance to blacks on the grounds that it would 
artificially interfere with the natural termination appropriate for an 
inferior group. As one Social Darwinist had put it early in the century, 
there was “nothing in the history of the Negro to suggest great fecundity, 
... as the standard of living rises, as competition sharpens, his economic 
‘well-being’ will find it harder and harder to keep pace, his family will 
shrink more and more, his race will dwindle faster and faster into 
insignificance.”2 During the eugenics era this laissez-faire approach to the 
elimination of biological inferiors gave way to government intervention 
on the side of the “superior stocks,” although such policies were informed 
by concern about the flood of undesirable immigrants more than about 
the black population, still confined largely to the South at the time and 
subject to vigorously enforced legal segregation. By the 1960s, however, 
it had long been evident that blacks were not going to succumb to the 
evolutionary struggle, and the contemporary eugenicists were horrified to 
see that government now intended to intervene on behalf of genetic 
inferiors: the War on Poverty would allow— perhaps even encourage— poor 
blacks, as well as less competent whites, to have larger families. Even if 
the oppressive measures of an earlier era were no longer acceptable, 
there was an enormous difference between tolerating the existence of 
inferiors and aiding in their proliferation. 

One of the most controversial elements of the new legislation was the 
attempt to improve the cognitive abilities of the poor; in addition to its 
programs of humanitarian aid, the War on Poverty provided resources for 
educating the “disadvantaged,” on the grounds that improved skills would 
better enable the children of the poor to compete in the job market. This 
belief in education as a major route to socioeconomic mobility had long 
been part of the American creed. As nineteenth-century industrialization 
produced a rising demand for skilled employees, education had become 
increasingly viewed as, in Horace Mann’s words, “the great equalizer.” 

During the earlier eugenics era, however, education for the masses 
had been impugned as a foolish waste of resources; learning was to be 
reserved for the elite, the select few who were genetically equipped to 
benefit from it. The biologist Paul Popenoe even reported a sizable 
negative correlation between achievement and intelligence in the Los 
Angeles schools—the brighter students were supposedly achieving a lot 
less than the duller ones—and he described how the few capable chil- 
dren were being intellectually abused while teachers devoted most of 
their efforts “to goading the moron into a little more speed than he is built 
for.”3 Public education, Popenoe concluded, was just not compatible with 
eugenics. A number of other early eugenicists explained that education 
was of limited value because its benefits could not be genetically 
transmitted. Albert E. Wiggam, for example, declared that “a thousand 
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years of educating .. . the parents will never improve the children .. . [who] 
are born not from the improved body cells but from the unimproved germ 
cells.” Education was useless in the face of Wiggam’s concluding aphorism: 
“Wooden legs are not inherited, but wooden heads are.”4 

Although this obsession with the “germ cells” soon passed and educa- 
tion was once again considered a worthy route to self-improvement, there 
remained the inaccurate belief that “heritable” meant “fixed.” The con- 
cept of mental ability as a largely heritable trait still suggested to many 
people that the education of those children unable, “by nature,” to 
benefit from it was a waste of expenditures. In fact, geneticists had 
abandoned such thinking long ago. In 1939 the English scientist Lancelot 
Hogben, one of the most distinguished geneticists of his time, remarked 
that complaints about students innate inabilities should “not engage the 
sympathy of educationists who take their job seriously. . . . If knowledge 
is the keystone of intelligent citizenship, the fact that many people do not 
benefit from existing provisions for instruction is less a criticism of 
themselves than a criticism of educational machinery.” Yet in the 1960s 
a number of scientists rediscovered inherited wooden heads as genetic 
roadblocks in the educational path of many black children. These 
researchers were not the simpleminded eugenicists of an earlier era, and 
in place of unit characters they constructed models of much greater 
sophistication. Nor were they segregationists in the Garrett mold; instead, 
they stressed the importance of judging each individual on his or her 
merits. Nevertheless, the latest research on mental ability led them to 
many of the old eugenical conclusions. 


Opposing “Genetic Enslavement” 


While Henry E. Garrett, A. James Gregor, Robert E. Kuttner, Ernest van 
den Haag, and the other IAAEE scientists were persevering in their 
losing battle against integration, Dwight J. Ingle, a University of Chicago 
physiologist, resurrected the fecundity of the genetically inferior as the 
major justification for scientific concern with racial differences in intelli- 
gence. Unlike his predecessors, however, Ingle professed concern for the 
welfare of blacks and noted with great solicitude that “the very high birth 
rate among indolent incompetent Negroes is a threat to the future success 
of this race.” To improve their prospects, he recommended sterilization or 
some other method of “conception control . . . for all who, either because 
of genetic limitations or because of poor cultural heritage, are unable to 
endow children with a reasonable chance to achieve happiness, self- 
sufficiency, and good citizenship.” At the same time, to protect society 
from the present effect of defective genes and harmful culture, Ingle 
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proposed quarantining the carriers of such social ills in specific complexes— 
low IQ housing—where they would be provided with “an intensive 
program of birth control.” 

In his later writing Ingle outlined specific programs for the genetic 
improvement of blacks that would exercise social control over their right 
to bear children. Preferring to avoid “coercive methods” if possible, he 
proposed that a group of professionals—physicians and scientists—pass 
judgment on the “genetic, . . . social, economic and behavioral fitness of 
the individual for parenthood.” If the judgments of such experts were not 
followed voluntarily—and Ingle believed that they would not—more 
“forceful methods” would be necessary. A century earlier Francis Galto 
had vaguely threatened that the poorer stock would forfeit all claims to 
kindness if they continued to produce inferior children, but Ingle was 
prepared with specific details. He suggested the mandatory implementa- 
tion of an “anti-fertility agent” under the skin of every woman of child- 
bearing age and the subsequent requirement of a license, granted only 
after appropriate review of the applicant, to have the substance temporar- 
ily removed. Such methods of “biological engineering” were, for Ingle, 
the “means necessary to true equality for the Negro.”8 


A Return to the Past 


Ingle did not have to carry the eugenical banner by himself for long. In 
1965 the physicist William Bradford Shockley, occupant of a named chair 
in engineering at Stanford, entered the controversy, bringing with him 
the instant authority of that ultimate scientific credential, the Nobel 
Prize, which he had received jointly with two colleagues for their inven- 
tion of the transistor. Invited as a laureate to address a Nobel conference 
on “Genetics and the Future of Man,” Shockley chose the occasion to 
launch a eugenical program right out of the 1920s. He began by acknowl- 
edging a lack of formal training in genetics but claimed that he had long 
been concerned with overpopulation (indeed, as a student thirty years 
earlier he had written a paper on population control, suggesting that 
women who had many children because they did not take the “proper 
precautions” should not receive the same “level of obstetric care” as more 
responsible mothers). Sometime ago he had come to the conclusion that 
relief from famine in Third World countries would only exacerbate the 
problem in the long run. Nevertheless, he emphasized, when a famine 
occurred in India that prompted the U.S. government to send surplus 
wheat, he did not publicly object because “at this time” he was not yet 
completely confident in his “reasoning ability as to future developments.”!° 
The point of this introductory anecdote was to impress on the audience 
that, as a careful thinker, Shockley would not recommend withholding 


184 The Science and Politics of Racial Research 


food from the starving until he was fairly certain that such a policy was 
eugenically constructive. 

Turning from the quantity of human beings to their quality, the topic 
of his lecture, Shockley explained that one of the greatest threats to the 
future was the “genetic deterioration” of the human race: improvements 
in medical technology, together with the “abundant American society,” 
were assuring “to all the privilege of reproducing their kind,” even those 
suffering from “genetic defects” that would not have allowed them “to 
survive to the stage of reproduction in a more primitive environment.” 
The seriousness of this trend had first occurred to Shockley when he read 
of a businessman who had been blinded by a teenaged acid-thrower, “one 
of approximately a dozen illegitimate children of an irresponsible and 
destitute woman.” (In later versions of this incident Shockley increased 
the number of children to seventeen and claimed the mother capable of 
remembering only nine of their names.) Such individuals were no longer 
being eliminated by the evolutionary dynamic, he observed, and in place 
of survival of the fittest, the selective proliferation of genetically defective, 
large, and often illegitimate families was producing evolution in reverse. 
The major culprit in this reversal, according to Shockley, was the War on 
Poverty’s social programs, which were attempting to achieve “the most 
happiness for the most.” Such a goal he termed an absurdity; “thinking 
people” knew that only evolution could produce real improvement.1! 

Despite the sense of personal discovery that marked Shockley’s 
presentation, it was largely an unimproved reprise of earlier eugenical 
thought. Just as Herbert S. Jennings had urged in 1927 that every person 
be “his own hormone factory” rather than have to depend on clinical 
treatment for diabetes, Shockley, too, complained of biochemical tech- 
niques “like those available for diabetes, for patching up genetically 
defective offspring so that they may be successful citizens in a progressively 
more artificial environment. I believe this is a possibility which appeals to 
few thinking people. It does not appeal to me.” Just as Edward M. East 
had conjectured in 1929 that a war of annihilation might be necessary to 
reverse “organic retrogression,” Shockley, too, found nuclear war a grim 
possibility for resuming evolutionary progress by forcing society to select 
from the survivors those with undamaged genes to perpetuate the race. 
He even extolled Oliver Wendell Holmes’s opinion upholding the compul- 
sory sterilization of Carrie Buck and complained over the changes in 
state legislation and institutional medical policy that had caused a decrease 
in the number of sterilizations performed.!2 

Shockley’s Nobel address, delivered in St. Peter, Minnesota, received 
little attention from the media, but, once again, a notable exception was 
U.S. News and World Report, which interviewed him and published a 
lengthy feature on the increasing reproduction of the “inferior strains.” To 
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place society back on the evolutionary track, he proposed another idea 
from the past in the interview: government should change sides in the 
War on Poverty; the rich should receive larger income tax exemptions for 
their children than the poor.!3 As Paul Popenoe and Roswell Johnson had 
observed in their textbook forty years earlier, for poverty to have a 
eugenic effect, society should create deliberate economic burdens to 
parenthood. In response to the interviewer’s query about heredity and 
race, a topic not mentioned by Shockley in the original speech, the 
physicist also disclosed his fear that, especially among blacks, the geneti- 
cally least capable were producing the largest number of offspring. 

This interview was reprinted in the Stanford M.D., the medical school’s 
alumni magazine, and it quickly produced an angry response signed by 
all seven members of the university’s Department of Genetics, among 
them Joshua Lederberg, also a Nobel Laureate. The geneticists called 
Shockley’s statements the “kind of pseudo scientific justification for class 
and race prejudice [that] is so hackneyed that we would not ordinarily 
have cared to react to it. However, Professor Shockley’s standing as a 
Nobel Laureate and as a colleague at Stanford, and now the appearance 
of his article with a label of Stanford medicine, creates a situation where 
our silence could leave the false impression that we share or acquiesce in 
this outlook which we certainly do not.” Shockley’s colleagues went on to 
deplore “the tone of his entire discussion about ‘bad heredity,’ ” a concept 
they termed “myopic,” and they wondered why he did not “trot out the 
‘scientific documentation’ of the .. . Kallikaks.”!4 (Their sarcasm turned 
out to be prescient: a short time later Shockley did indeed cite the 
Kallikak study as serious evidence.)!5 Even if Shockley’s premises were 
valid, wrote the genetics faculty, it was more important to develop those 
techniques of medical care, education, and social organization “that can 
create incentives and useful careers for the whole wonderful variety of 
human beings.” In response Shockley accused the geneticists of attempting 
“to dictate permissible channels of thinking.” This was a tactic he would 
employ regularly during the controversy to come—claiming that those 
who criticized his proposals as an infringement on individuals’ rights 
were attempting to suppress his free speech, a task as impossible in 
Shockley’s case as it would be undesirable. He also took issue with the 


geneticists’ reference to the “wonderful variety” of human beings; to 
Shockley there was nothing wonderful about the feebleminded.16 


“Sound Methodology rather than Emotionally Based Racism” 


Criticism, for Shockley, always produced an evangelical reaction, motivat- 
ing him to seek vindication in the support of others. If the Stanford 
geneticists thought his position ridiculous, he would appeal “above their 


186 The Science and Politics of Racial Research 


heads” to the National Academy of Sciences, and, beginning in 1966, he 
would make an annual, and urgent, plea to the Academy for the study of 
racial aspects of the “heredity-poverty-crime” nexus. His first proposal 
coyly suggested that an “ethnic composition index” might, by showing a 
positive correlation between performance and “fraction of Negro genes,” 
demonstrate blacks “surpass” whites.!” 

The 1967 Academy meeting took place only months after the Stanford 
geneticists’ condemnation, however, and the time for subtlety had passed. 
Shockley began his quest for support by defending the ethics of his 
proposals. Citing widespread popular sentiment for depriving some indi- 
viduals of the right to produce children, he claimed that scientists who 
opposed such policy and the research on which it could be based expressed 
“an undemocratic contempt for public wisdom that is quite in keeping 
with totalitarian regimes and wholly out of harmony with the free speech 
and free principles of our constitution.” The opponents of eugenics, the 
basis of policy in the Third Reich, were suddenly converted into the real 
totalitarians. “The lesson to be learned from Nazi history,” Shockley 
lectured his colleagues, was “the value of free speech, not that eugenics is 
intolerable.” No doubt he meant that the Holocaust would not have been 
possible in a more open society in which the true purpose of the concen- 
tration camps was widely known.!8 (Shockley would later clarify the 
point, observing that “only the most anti-Teutonic racist can believe the 
German people to be such an evil breed that they would have tolerated 
the .. . gas chambers if a working First Amendment had permitted expo- 
sure and discussion of Hitler’s final solution.”)!9 Whether this was true, 
repressive actions prior to the Final Solution were hardly carried out in 
secret. The hundreds of legal measures enacted against Jews before 
1938—their termination from professional and academic positions, their 
confinement to ghettos, confiscation of their businesses, prohibition of 
their marriage to Aryans—were all part of a program well publicized to 
the German people and justified on the basis of science. These measures, 
too, had enjoyed the popular support that Shockley now pointed to as 
proof of his critics’ “undemocratic contempt” for “public wisdom.” 

Shockley then considered the issue of race, offering statistical evi- 
dence for an “orderly relationship” in which whites achieved compara- 
tively greater “eminence” than blacks, while blacks were disproportionately 
represented in the statistics on illegitimacy and crime. In a nice Galtonian 
touch he converted the data from twelve different measures to a common 
scale, discovering that in each case blacks were lower than whites by 
about 1.2 “social capacity units.” Given such striking results, only a 
“thought-block,” Shockley concluded, had prevented the pursuit of the 
“simplest case” model, that genetic disadvantage was the reason for 
poverty and crime among blacks. He estimated that within a decade and 
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at a cost of less than ten million dollars science could determine whether 
blacks’ “genetic inheritance [will] produce such a low social capacity 
index” that environmental improvements would be of no benefit to them. 
In the meantime, Shockley maintained, if there were a genetic cause to 
these “social capacity” differences, the vast expenditures on social pro- 
grams would only exacerbate the problem by assisting those least capable 
to reproduce.29 

The implication was dean Medicate and food stamps were doing 
more harm than good; a true war on poverty demanded not the care and 
feeding of the poor but their systematic elimination through sterilization 
or other methods of birth control.\Under the present system of aid the 
proliferation of genetically less capable blacks would lead to what Shockley 
termed their “genetic enslavement,” an ingeniously Orwellian phrase 
implying agreement with the humanitarian observation that blacks had 
been the victims of oppression but suggesting a different twist on its 
source. Just as morally enlightened Americans had fought to liberate 
blacks from chattel slavery, they were now called on to oppose genetic 
slavery. Those who insisted on a social policy predicated on black inferior- 
ity were thus converted into freedom fighters, while those who disagreed 
would only be complicit in their further persecution by the internal 
oppressor. Shockley would later explain that “genetic enslavement” was 
occurring because “those Negroes with the fewest Caucasian genes” 
were “the most prolific and also the least intelligent”;2! to free blacks 
from their genetic shackles, it would thus be necessary to prevent the 
reproduction of the relatively “pure” black population. Even if it turned 
out that Shockley was wrong about black inferiority, he believed that 
exposure of the error would help overcome “unreasonable prejudice” 
(emphasis added).22 This was not an idle adjective that the physicist had 
chosen; if blacks were indeed genetically disadvantaged, he saw nothing 
unreasonable about prejudice against them. As he had pointed out to the 
Stanford geneticists, Shockley saw nothing wonderful about inferior human 
beings. 

The Academy was not particularly impressed with Shockley’s call for 
research. One official response, prepared by three of the Academy’s most 
distinguished geneticists, noted that the complex polygenic nature of 
intellectual traits and:the unavoidable inequality of environments made 
any attempts to assess the relative roles of heredity and environment in 
racial differences hardly more than guesswork, easily biased by political 
and social views; and in any case, it concluded, major social decisions 
would not depend on such information.23 Nevertheless, Shockley con- 
tinued at meeting after meeting to introduce resolutions and make 
presentations on race and the specter of genetic deterioration. But as one 
Academy president put it, “Our members simply refuse to be used for his 
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purpose. ... there is no more reason why the Academy should serve to 
sponsor the study which he proposes than there is for us to sponsor any of 
10,000 others.”24 Shockley was infuriated by this rejection and railed at 
what he perceived as scientific suppression, comparing himself with Galileo 
and the Academy with Lysenkoites. He was, however, always treated with 
respect at meetings and never denied the floor from which to launch his 
polemics; he was never suppressed, merely ignored. 

Being told that racial differences were not capable of definitive scien- 
tific analysis seemed to remove all doubt on Shockley’s part concerning 
the genetic inferiority of blacks. The “objective examination of relevant 
data” now led him “inescapably to the opinion that the major deficit in 
Negro intellectual performance must be primarily of hereditary origin 
and thus relatively irremediable by practical improvements in environment.” 
Quite apart from the questionable nature of the first conclusion, the 
second, offered as a consequence of the first, was in fact a non sequitur; 
many highly heritable traits are easily manipulated through environmen- 
tal intervention—such as glasses to improve vision. In Shockley’s analysis, 
however, an enriched environment could do nothing to overcome genetic 
inadequacy. Nor did he feel that any assistance or enrichment was 
necessary, even in the most oppressive surroundings, to ensure the emer- 
gence of true innate ability. As evidence for this belief, he frequently 
related an unreferenced and wildly improbable anecdote about an unnamed 
scientist who “until age six... was an Aztec Indian at a blow-gun and 
stone-axe level, isolated from modern civilization for four centuries [sic].” 
After escaping from slavery, the child did not enter school until age ten, 
according to Shockley, yet acquired a master’s degree in physics by 
twenty-one and went on to a distinguished career in engineering.25 

More serious than Shockley’s disdain for the Academy’s scientific 
caveat was his disregard for its assertion of the genetic issue’s irrelevance 
for social policy. In fact, he maintained, the Great Society programs were 
already based on an assumption of equal genetic ability among ethnic 
groups. The proof of this supposed link came from two little-known 
government publications. A 1965 report entitled The Negro Family 
issued by the Department of Labor’s Office of Policy Planning and 
Research had stated that “there is absolutely no question of any genetic 
differential: Intelligence potential is distributed among Negro infants in 
the same proportion and pattern as among Icelanders or Chinese or any 
other group.” A year later an article on the Armed Forces Qualification 
Test in a journal published by the Office of Education had asserted it was 
“a demonstrable fact that the talent pool in any one ethnic group is 
substantially the same as that in any other ethnic group.’26 

For the next decade this strange notion that the War on Poverty had 
been based on a genetic assumption would become the mantra of justifi- 
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cation for scientific attempts to prove blacks at a genetic disadvantage. Of 
course, this putative link between science and policy, supported by only 
two obscure observations in bureaucratic publications, was even less 
credible than the segregationists’ discovery of Brown’s scientific premise. 
The more vulnerable members of society have always levied a moral, and 
increasingly a political, claim on the rest of us for additional resources, 
whether the source of their greater vulnerability is social, physical, or 
genetic. An affluent society bears a moral obligation to ensure minimal 
levels of health, shelter, and nutrition for its poorest citizens regardless of 
their IQ scores. Moreover, the antipoverty measures designed to attain 
these levels were implemented only after large-scale demonstrations and 
political campaigns. The tens of millions of people whose demands for 
social justice finally produced the legislation could hardly have cared one 
whit about the genetic controversy had they even been aware of its 
existence; nor could the legislators themselves have found it a relevant 
matter. By positing genetic equality as the “dogma” underlying govern- 
ment policy, however, Shockley could then argue, with some logic, that a 
demonstration of the former’s flawed nature would naturally raise doubts 
about the soundness of the latter. 

In addition, Shockley insisted, an established innate difference in 
intelligence between the races would provide “sound methodology, rather 
than emotionally based racism,” as a basis for “social action.” While he 
did not elaborate at the time—beyond proclaiming that antipoverty 
programs were “doomed to fail because they are against nature’27— it 
sounded as if the methods of science and the malevolence of racism 
would point in the same direction, though an appeal to the former would 
provide the more respectable justification absent from the latter. This 
impression was strengthened by his remarks on IQ scores.. When Shockley’s 
research proposals were severely criticized, the philosopher Michael 
Scriven came to his defense, at the same time pointing out “that the 
worth of people and their rights do not depend on IQ.” Shockley immedi- 
ately attacked Scriven because “the word ‘depend’ discounts the signifi- 
cant positive correlations that exist between IQ and all other quantitative 
or orderable traits that have been studied—correlations that have 
significantly lower correlation coefficients for Negroes than whites.”28 
That is, in Shockley’s opinion, IQ was a measure not just of intelligence 
but of overall human worth—for whites. Blacks he found to be an 
exception to this general relation between IQ and other “high-quality” 
traits; even when they were intelligent, their ability was unassociated 
with these other useful characteristics. For Shockley, this analysis pro- 
vided a justification for the racial gap in earnings that still existed after 
controlling for IQ. “An IQ increment for a white,” he explained, “pulls up 
with it other personality traits valuable for earning power to a greater 
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extent than does an equal IQ increment for a Negro.”29 Thus, even when 
“intelligence” was ruled out as a factor, scientifically derived explana- 
tions could justify lower black wages, nicely eluding any taint of discrimi- 
nation or prejudice. 


Nature’s Color Coding 


Shockley’s conflict with the scientific community had two important 
consequences for the physicist. Rebuffed by his mainstream colleagues, 
he moved toward closer alliance with those scientists naturally most 
sympathetic to his claims—the IAAEE members and other opponents of 
integration. Although Shockley did not share all their political goals, he 
found the segregationists’ belief in genetic differences between the races 
a refreshing contrast to the Academy’s “thought blockage.” Particularly 
impressed by Robert E. Kuttner’s “ingenuity,”39 Shockley submitted a 
paper by the IAAEE president to the National Academy of Sciences, 
reporting that American Indians achieved higher average scores than 
blacks on scholastic tests despite greater socioeconomic disadvantage and 
questioning whether antipoverty programs could possibly “uplift” blacks 
without regard for genetic determinants?! (Kuttner spared the Academy 
his observation that such programs made it easier for black men to 
maintain a drug habit by “catching a white girl”). Shockley eventually 
arranged for Kuttner, a biochemist at a Chicago hospital, to obtain a 
research position in the Stanford University electronics laboratory. He 
also began to recommend the racial analyses of such authors as Carleton 
Putnam32—eventually gracing the book jacket of Putnam’s Race and 
Reality with his own writing—and, even more extreme, Wilmot Robert- 
son,°3 a Far Right theoretician whose book, acclaimed by Kuttner in the 
Mankind Quarterly, had praised Hitler and advocated the physical sepa- 
ration of all the “unassimilable” minorities into their separate territories— 
not just blacks but also Hispanics, Jews, southern Italians, and others.34 
Understandably, Shockley was given a hero’s reception by the segrega- 
tionists. Actually, concentrating on the antipoverty measures, he had 
little to say about the Brown decision, though he did once note an 
increase in crime beginning in 1964 and proposed case studies of crimi- 
nals to determine whether integration had “provided training experi- 
ences in school for what later develops into criminal violence.”35 Moreover, 
his specific eugenical proposals were always framed in terms of individ- 
uals rather than races. Nevertheless, Shockley’s unyielding assertion of 
blacks’ genetic inadequacy made him the segregationists’ newest scien- 
tific champion, a role he made no effort to disavow. The Citizen, the 
official publication of the all-white Citizens’ Council in Jackson, Mississippi, 
featured frequent coverage of his “noble” and “courageous” efforts to 
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force integrity upon the “conglomeration of moral cowards” that consti- 
tuted the National Academy of Sciences.3¢ White Power, the paper 
founded by the American Nazi party leader George Lincoln Rockwell, 
praised him as a “modern Galileo who is knocking down the whole 
Jewish equality swindle.”3’ Shockley occasionally expressed some reser- 
vations about his prominence in “white supremacist” publications whose 
views “conflict with my version of the golden rule,” but on balance he 
found these sources valuable for their lack of the hypocrisy, which, in his 
opinion, marked the rest of the U.S. press. Besides, he claimed to feel no 
more responsibility to correct any misuse of science by Nazis and Klan 
members than he would to stop the reckless use of his car by someone 
who had stolen it.58 

Another, more important consequence of Shockley’s unsuccessful 
attempts to enlist scientific support was his decision to bypass his colleagues; 
if all they could offer was “mindless derogation,” then he would take his 
case directly to the American people. The major route to the public was, 
of course, through the media, and Shockley, ever the verbal freight train, 
candidly admitted that it was his “intention to use significant members of 
the American press as the blocks or pulleys .. . and the First Amendment 
as a line upon which I shall endeavor to exert a force so as to deflect the 
rudder of public opinion and turn the ship of civilization away from the 
dysgenic storm that I fear is rising over the horizon of the future.”°9 He 
thus set out to become an “operator,” as it is called by reporters, a person 
who cultivates the press to enhance his personal publicity or political 
cause.49 Obsessed with public visibility, Shockley became a one-man 
public relations firm and lobbyist for his eugenical views. Each new 
lecture was carefully orchestrated to achieve maximum coverage from 
the media, especially from those members he knew to be sympathetic; 
each new proposal or idea was announced through a press conference or 
news release. Even unfavorable exposure could prove useful if handled 
correctly, and Shockley would turn a critical magazine article or newspa- 
per column into the starting point for a contentious exchange that would 
provide his crusade with additional publicity for the publication’s next 
three or four issues. 

Although Shockley actively sought interviews that would allow him to 
elaborate on his views, he also instituted an elaborate screening system to 
prevent any waste of time with a journalist not intellectually capable of 
appreciating his arguments. Prospective interviewers had to study a 
considerable amount of material on Shockley’s scientific theories and 
ethical beliefs and then pass a rigorous set of quizzes before being 
deemed worthy to meet personally with the physicist. Since these exami- 
nations were sometimes administered over the phone, there were at least 
two instances in which he “approved” a journalist before finding out that 
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he was black. On one occasion that information was eventually volunteered 
over the phone, leading Shockley to change the agreed site of the 
interview from his home to his office so that two student assistants could 
be present—he seemed to feel the need for protection from the associate 
editor of Christian Century.4) On the other occasion no mention was 
made of race beforehand, and the journalist arrived accompanied by a 
white photographer, whom Shockley immediately assumed to be the 
writer. When apprised of the facts, Shockley insisted on yet a final test 
constructed on the spur of the moment before proceeding with the 
interview.42 

Like Dwight Ingle, Shockley emphasized his personal concern for the 
supposed victims of genetic enslavement in his media campaign. He 
presented himself to the public as not only a Galileo, steadfastly opposing 
the “theologico-scientific delusion” that had caused “unsearch dogmatism” 
and “thought blockage” in the scientific community, but also a Schweitzer, 
the blacks’ real friend. He alone was concerned enough to diagnose the 
true cause of their poverty, crime, and educational failure and to offer the 
only solution that would rescue them from the internal oppressor. “There 
is no one,” he insisted, “who is currently more likely to reduce Negro 
misery in this country in the next generation than myself.”43 Those who 
refused to look into Shockley’s telescope were thus the real culprits, their 
foolish emphasis on discrimination and other environmental disadvan- 
tages producing a “cover-up” that he compared with German ignorance 
of the Final Solution.44 Once again Shockley had converted those who 
opposed discrimination into the real Nazis and those who justified it into 
freedom fighters.45 

Despite his tone of moral elevation, there was no doubt that Shockley 
desired to encourage blatantly discriminatory practices. On a number 
of occasions he declared that “nature has color-coded groups of indi- 
viduals so that statistically reliable predictions of their adaptability 
to intellectually rewarding and effective lives can easily be made and 
profitably be used by the pragmatic man in the street.”46 Elaborating 
on such profitable usage, he once explained to an interviewer that 
prejudice was only “illogical” when not supported by “strong facts,” 
but when “based on sound statistics, [it] really shouldn't be called 
prejudice.” Thus, for example, the refusal to hire blacks solely because of 
their race was not really prejudice, because “the pragmatic man-in-the- 
street has had experience and knows what to expect from blacks.” When 
pressed about his personal experiences with blacks by the interviewer, 
Shockley suggested a position for which they were particularly well- 
suited by nature’s “color-coding.” While recuperating in the hospital after 
an automobile accident, he had found the black nurses much more 
“comforting” than the whites and their “quality of care” superior; indeed, 
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he emphasized, “they were the only ones who cleaned my rear end 
properly.”47 

Shockley was more concerned, however, with the genetic improve- 
ment that would result from preventing the birth of all those unfortunates 
“disadvantaged by an unfair shake from a badly loaded parental dice 
cup."48 To aid in accomplishing this goal, he proposed that “bonuses. . . be 
offered for sterilization....At a bonus rate of $1,000 for each point 
below 100 1.Q., $30,000 put in trust for a 70 1.Q. moron potentially 
capable of producing 20 children might return $250,000 to taxpayers in 
reduced costs of mental retardation care. Ten percent of the bonus in spot 
cash might put our national talent for entrepreneurship into action.”49 
After first outlining this “Voluntary Sterilization Bonus Plan’ in an address 
to the American Psychological Association in 1971, Shockley rarely gave 
an interview or made a speech without plugging “The Plan.” It received 
some immediate attention, but after consulting with sympathetic journalists, 
Shockley made a sensational addition designed to increase The Plan’s 
publicity value. Since “those who are not bright enough to hear of the 
bonus on their own are the most important ones to reach,” Shockley 
suggested that “bounty hunters attracted by getting a cut of the cash part 
of the bonus might then persuade low IQ, high-bonus types to volunteer.”5° 
Though he typically referred to The Plan as only a “thinking exercise,” 
Shockley’s recommendation of “some test cases” implied his hope that it 
would receive more serious consideration.5! 

Shockley did make one other specific proposal, but since it did not 
receive the attention accorded The Plan, he mentioned it much less 
frequently. Like Dwight Ingle’s suggestion, it involved the subcutaneous 
implantation of a contraceptive device that could be removed only upon 
presentation of childbearing certificates issued by the state. A woman 
would initially receive certificates for two children but could purchase 
more on the “open market” from other women who had decided not to 
become pregnant.52 By converting children into another commodity avail- 
able in greater abundance to those with more money, Shockley expected 
genetic improvement to result, since the more affluent were assumed to 
be genetically superior. 

To facilitate his public relations campaign, Shockley formed the Foun- 
dation for Research and Education on Eugenics and Dysgenics (FREED), 
with himself as president and R. Travis Osborne, a member of the 
IAAEE’s Executive Committee and one of the segregationists’ expert 
witnesses in their attempts to overturn Brown, as FREED’s “adviser.” 
Founded, according to its charter, “solely for scientific and educational 
purposes related to human population and quality problems,”53 FREED 
functioned in practice as a lobbying agency for Shockley’s ideas, dissemi- 
nating a newsletter with the details of his latest public appearances, his 
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press releases, and copies of newspaper articles by and about him— 
everything from college publications to the Times of London, and especially 
from the Manchester, New Hampshire, Union Leader, where that famous 
conservative curmudgeon William Loeb provided him copious space. All 
responses to FREED were saved and even microfilmed “for . . . historical 
reasons,” noted Shockley, apparently anticipating a future in which his 
campaign would be retrospectively viewed as the beginning of eugenical 
solutions for social problems. Like any other lobby, FREED was eager to 
find new “recruits.” Recipients of the newsletter and sympathetic respon- 
dents were asked for permission to have their written support circulated 
“to other people who live in your neighborhood.”*4 If he could, Shockley 
would build a new eugenics movement door-to-door. 

In 1977 a New York Times investigation divulged that Shockley had 
received over $179,000 from the Pioneer Fund during the preceding 
decade,55 and it is likely that FREED was subsidized from this source. 
Pioneer, founded on a belief in the superiority of “white persons who 
settled in the original thirteen states,” must have been delighted by a 
Nobel Laureate who proclaimed this prejudice to be a scientific conclusion. 
In Shockley’s opinion “the most competent population in terms of social 
management and general capacity for organization” was the first Euro- 
pean settlers in America, whose superiority resulted from “the most 
brutal selective mechanisms” of early American life—there had been no 
antipoverty programs in the colonial period to help inferiors survive and 
reproduce. In fact, Shockley suggested that in addition to producing a 
general resumption of the evolutionary process, a more specific salutary 
effect of worldwide nuclear war would be the probable survival of the 
foresighted and well-organized Swedes and Swiss, thus returning genetic 
dominance to some of that early American stock.56 

Shockley was popular with the segregationists, but his campaign pro- 
duced little public support (though it did elicit the approval of the Wall 
Street Journal, whose editor agreed that programs to aid the disadvan- 
taged were “futile or even self-defeating” because they could not “repair 
genetic damage).”57 Quite apart from the unappealing nature of the 
proposals themselves, his irascible and condescending personal style was 
no small disadvantage. When, for example, a television host once attempted 
to rescue Shockley from his own fiasco by tactfully interrupting a confus- 
ing technical presentation to suggest a change of direction, the physicist 
would have none of it, insisting that he “would like to reach those few 
who can understand.”58 An element of buffoonery was eventually added 
to Shockley’s image when he announced that he had, on more than one 
occasion, made a personal contribution to genetic improvement by donat- 
ing to the Repository for Germinal Choice, a sperm bank intended to 
produce gifted children through the artificial insemination of highly 
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intelligent women with genetically superior sperm. As a New York Times 
editorial observed, in an obviously personal comment on the seventy-year- 
old Shockley, “Can it be that women who want exceptionally smart chil- 
dren will end up with offspring who are merely bald and near-sighted?’”5® 


The Firestorm over Arthur Jensen 


When Shockley’s initial presentations to the National Academy of Sci- 
ences provoked little enthusiasm—at times, even disparagement—he 
began to work behind the scenes, feverishly attempting to mobilize 
support from other scientists. For example, he telephoned Jerry Hirsch, a 
well-known behavior geneticist from the University of Illinois, in an 
attempt to “recruit” him shortly before Hirsch was to deliver a paper at 
an American Association for the Advancement of Science symposium on 
race. (Notably unaffected by Shockley’s arguments, in the symposium 
Hirsch called the “notorious nature-nurture” controversy a “pseudo- 
question.”)®° During the conversation Shockley informed Hirsch of discus- 
sions he had been having with Arthur Jensen, a University of California, 
Berkeley, psychologist, who was spending the 1966-67 academic year as 
a fellow at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences on 
the Stanford campus.®! The subsequent enlistment of Jensen in Shockley’s 
campaign added the credibility of the psychologist’s ongoing research 
program in the relevant fields of intelligence and education. 

Unlike Shockley and Ingle, Jensen could not be perceived as some 
outsider meddling for personal or political reasons in a scientific area 
where he had no demonstrated expertise. In fact, in earlier work Jensen 
had argued that the low socioeconomic status of blacks and Hispanics 
“cannot be interpreted as evidence of poor genetic potential” because 
“powerful racial barriers to social mobility” existed. These severe “socio- 
economic and cultural disadvantages” had led him to the “reasonable 
hypothesis that {blacks’] low-average IQ is due to environmental rather 
than to genetic factors.”62 When Jensen did arrive at a genetic explana- 
tion for racial differences, he could therefore point to his conversion as 
evidence of a genuine scientific temperament, influenced not by a priori 
prejudices but “by the research of others and the results of my own 
investigation, which . . . have involved the testing .. . of more than 15,000 
children.”68 

Arthur Jensen had begun his scientific career in the area of clinical 
psychology but quickly became disenchanted with the soft style that 
dominated that field. Finding the quantitative approaches of the English 
psychologist Hans J. Eysenck more appealing, he obtained a postdoctoral 
fellowship at Eysenck’s research department in the University of London’s 
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Institute of Psychiatry at Maudsley Hospital. Author of dozens of books 
and hundreds of articles, the Englishman was a world-renowned scientist, 
particularly well known as a severe critic of environmentalism and a 
champion of hereditarian explanations. Almost in awe of Eysenck, Jensen 
“felt lucky to be at the Maudsley” with this “great professor,” whom he 
described as a man of “exceptionally quick, incisive intelligence, a greater 
verbal and ideational fluency than I'd seen in anyone else, and a vast 
erudition, seemingly always at his fingertips.”64 While in England, Jensen 
also attended the Walter Van Dyke Bingham Memorial Lecture entitled 
“The Inheritance of Mental Ability,” given by Eysenck’s mentor, Sir Cyril 
Burt.®5 Proclaiming Burt “England’s greatest and most famous psycholo- 
gist,” Jensen found his presentation “the best lecture I have ever heard,”66 
The talk itself was the culmination of more than a half-century’s work on 
Burt’s part, much of which later turned out to be fraudulent, that 
demonstrated heredity was the predominant cause of both individual and 
class differences in intelligence.8’ 

When Jensen returned to the United States, his own work on learning 
led to research on ethnic minorities and the poor—it was the mid-1960s, 
and Head Start and Title I programs had just been proposed amidst great 
enthusiasm. At the beginning of his year at the Center for Advanced 
Study Jensen embarked on a review of all of Burt’s articles on the 
genetics of intelligence and proceeded to “the total world literature” on 
the subject.68 Though he was convinced at the time that individual and 
class differences in ability were largely genetic in origin, he was passion- 
ately opposed to the view that “culturally disadvantaged children” with 
low IQs were 


destined for intellectual and occupational mediocrity. This wide- 
spread belief gives rise to various plans for watered-down, less 
intellectual, and less academic educational programmes tailored to 
the apparent limitations of a large proportion... of low socio- 
economic status children....This is a harmful and unjust set of 
beliefs. ... Failure to distinguish between hereditary retardation 
and cultural retardation, as well as being a social injustice, results 
in a waste of educational potential and talent. The consequences 
are especially damaging to the social progress of minority groups, 
and the costs are borne by our whole society.®9 


During the year on the Stanford campus, however, Jensen’s position 
changed dramatically. Not only did he begin to find the genetic explana- 
tion for racial differences much more plausible, but he also suddenly 
expanded his interests from intelligence and educability—his area of 
professional expertise—to the problem of eugenic decline caused by the 
proliferation of poor blacks. It was certainly possible that Jensen's review 
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of “the total world literature” on the topic had influenced his thinking, 
but it was also not coincidental that his pronouncements suddenly became 
a more finely nuanced version of Shockley’s. Where Shockley had pro- 
posed a “ ‘simplest cases’ approach” to explain racial differences in pov- 
erty and crime, Jensen now lectured his professional colleagues that “it is 
good scientific strategy to begin with the simplest possible hypothesis”: 
the difference between blacks and whites “in tested intelligence is caused 
by the same factors, operating in the same degrees, that cause differences 
in intelligence between individuals”; that is, blacks were genetically less 
intelligent than whites. Though only a few months earlier he himself had 
labeled such an explanation harmful and unjust, Jensen now discovered 
that the real reason for neglect of this “simplest hypothesis” was the 
“official decision” expressed in the same two obscure government publica- 
tions cited by Shockley. He now concluded that not only were these 
premature dismissals of the genetic explanation without “factual basis” 
but also “the actual acceptance of them may unwittingly harm many 
Negro children born and unborn.”7° 

After centuries of first slavery and then enforced segregation, both 
justified by the claim that blacks were inferior, there would seem to be a 
Swiftian irony to the claim that a belief in genetic equality would now 
inflict terrible harm on them, but Jensen’s clarification of this assertion 
proceeded on the same logic that had informed Shockley’s prediction of 
“genetic enslavement.” If the inverse relationship between socioeconomic 
class—itself to a great degree genetically determined, according to 
Jensen—and family size were more pronounced among blacks than 
whites, then the racial gap in ability would be increasing. “The policy of 
ignoring this problem,” he warned, “might well be viewed by future 
generations as our society's greatest injustice to Negro Americans’;”! in 
particular, “future generations of Negroes... could suffer the most from 
well-meaning but misguided and ineffective attempts to improve their lot 
in life.?2 Though such ominous predictions were vaguely phrased, there 
was no mistaking Jensen’s point: antipoverty programs, “misguided and 
ineffective attempts” to improve the quality of life, were providing the 
inferior black poor greater opportunity to reproduce their kind. Instead 
of well-baby clinics and child-development programs, the real need was 
for a different kind of government assistance, one that would give priority 
to sterilization and conception control. 

At the same time that Jensen was dropping these eugenic hints, the 
major thrust of his research was in his own area of specialization—learning 
and intelligence. He had found that many “disadvantaged” children with 
low scores on standard IQ tests were much “brighter” than their IQ 
would lead one to expect. Such children, with IQs “as low as 60,” would 
enter a new class, “learn the names of 20 or 30 children in a few days, 


198 The Science and Politics of Racial Research 


quickly pick up the rules and the know-how of various games on the 
playground and so on,” an adjustment Jensen found to be in striking 
contrast to the inept performance of middle-class children with similar 
IQs. To verify this playground effect, he had even devised special tests 
that “show how fast a child can learn something relatively new and 
unfamiliar, right in the test situation,” and again poor and minority 
children with low IQs performed much better than middle-class children 
in the same IQ range.?8 Upon confirming this result, Jensen had been 
initially exultant at its implications for the potential of slum children and 
had anticipated the discovery of widespread latent genius suppressed by 
cultural disadvantage and social injustice—potential IQs “of 180, or 140, 
or 150 among the groups whose measured IQs are 70 to 90.”74 

When such dramatic improvements were not immediately in evidence, 
however, Jensen concluded that there were two separately inherited, 
underlying cognitive processes: one, “not... an intellectually important 
function,” involving the simpler abilities of memory and association; the 
other, a more conceptually complex capacity for abstract thought and 
problem solving. According to Jensen, the traditional methods of educa- 
tion in the United States, which required mainly the latter abilities, had 
evolved “in relation to a relatively small upper-class segment of Anglo- 
European stock” and thus were not as successful with a new student 
population that was less “homogeneous in genetic and cultural back- 
ground.”’> (The historical observation was another ironic note since, only 
a generation earlier, leading social scientists had found Anglo-European 
stock to be anything but genetically homogeneous; the old mental testers 
had proven the non-Nordic elements lacked exactly that intellectual 
mettle upon which Jensen now claimed their education had been based.) 
Jensen, however, offered reason to be optimistic about the education of 
the “new” groups, if only the schools would reorient their methods to 
take advantage of these children’s strengths. Though unable to compre- 
hend principles and concepts, they could be “trained” using “operant 
conditioning techniques.” The practical conclusion Jensen drew from his 
research was conceptual education for the more traditional students and 
training through rote association for most of the “disadvantaged.”76 


THE Article 


In mid-1968 Jensen’s work was known to few people outside the small 
number of professionals who read the educational research literature. 
Among this group, however, were the editors of the Harvard Educational 
Review, who now invited him to submit an expanded discussion of 
heredity and intelligence as a lead article, to be followed by commentar- 
ies from a number of psychologists with different perspectives. The letter 
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of solicitation proposed an outline that, among other topics, included “a 
clear statement of your position on social class and racial differences in 
intelligence.”’’ In response Jensen produced the most explosive article in 
the history of American psychology, triggering one of the most bitter 
scientific controversies since Darwin and catapulting him from relative 
obscurity to national prominence and, in some quarters, notoriety. “How 
Much Can We Boost IQ and Scholastic Achievement?” took up almost the 
entire winter 1969 issue of HER, the longest article in the journal’s 
history. Its title reflected Jensen’s concern with genetic limitations—not 
“how?” but “how much?”—and 128 pages later he concluded that scho- 
lastic achievement could be considerably improved by using the “Level I” 
abilities of rote memory found in such abundance among the disadvan- 
taged but that little could be done to change “intelligence,” a trait 
dependent on those “Level II” abilities of conceptualization and abstract 
reasoning in which the disadvantaged were genetically deficient. 

The article began with a very short fuse: “Compensatory education 
has been tried and it apparently has failed.” A brief introduction went on 
to explain that these compensatory efforts had been based on the belief 
that almost all children were capable of normal educational progress and 
that, as a consequence, the poor academic performance of minority 
students was mainly due to “social, economic and educational depriva- 
tion and discrimination.” The resulting programs had therefore attempted 
to provide them the same kind of cultural enrichment and additional 
instruction in basic skills enjoyed by middle-class “majority” children. 
Even with “unprecedented support from Federal funds,” Jensen maintained, 
educational improvement for minorities had been “utterly unrealized,” a 
fiasco that provoked a rhetorical flurry on his part. “Why has there been 
such uniform failure of compensatory programs?” he inquired: “In other 
fields, when bridges do not stand, when aircraft do not fly, when machines 
do not work, when treatments do not cure, despite all conscientious 
efforts on the part of many persons to make then do so, one begins to 
question the basic assumptions, principles, theories and hypotheses that 
guide one’s efforts. Is it time to follow suit in education?’?8 Maybe, he 
implied, deprivation and discrimination were not the real problem; maybe 
the problem was the assumption that disadvantaged children could be 
taught by the same methods that had proven successful with the white 
middle class. 

This hasty dismissal of compensatory education was based on two 
reports, the first a Commission on Civil Rights evaluation of a number of 
public school projects. Though Jensen named two specific examples 
discussed by the commission, he provided no details. The actual report 
was quite instructive. Its description of the Banneker Project in St. Louis 
clearly stated that the program had not involved the expenditure of 
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federal money and that it had attempted to raise motivation rather than 
provide instructional assistance for students. Banneker was thus completely 
irrelevant to the model that Jensen had claimed was unsuccessful. His 
other example, the Higher Horizons Program in New York, had been 
patterned after an experimental project in Harlem, in which additional 
per pupil expenditures of 80 dollars a year in junior high and 250 dollars 
a year in high school had produced phenomenal gains in a selected group 
of students. When Higher Horizons attempted to apply the demonstration 
project to a broader group, however, it reduced the additional per pupil 
funding to 50-60 dollars a year. Even more important, as the program 
expanded over time, the number of support personnel dwindled in 
comparison with the number of children. Sometimes administrative 
checkerboarding—in which, for example, a Higher Horizons reading 
improvement teacher would be hired at the same time a regular class- 
room teacher was dropped—provided the image of additional assistance 
when, in fact, there had been none. The commission's description of 
these maneuvers suggested the opposite of Jensen’s conclusion: an 
apparently successful compensatory model had failed because of improper 
implementation on a larger scale.79 

At the time of Jensen’s article there was also mounting evidence that 
many school districts receiving federal money for compensatory education 
had failed to comply with the statutory criteria for appropriate use of these 
funds. According to the legislation, federal aid was to be used only for 
“supplementary” assistance to the “educationally deprived” and was not 
to “supplant” in any way the expenditures of the local district; that is, the 
money was to provide additional assistance for eligible students only 
after the local board had funded a program for them comparable to that 
offered to other children. Nevertheless, in addition to the kind of person- 
nel shuffling found in Higher Horizons, federal funds were often used 
merely to enlarge the local operating budget and finance normal expendi- 
tures on teacher salaries, libraries, sports equipment, and even new 
construction. In some cases the money allocated for compensatory educa- 
tion was used to provide black schools with services already provided to 
white schools through local funds. Other school systems subsidized spe- 
cial projects having nothing to do with educationally deprived children—for 
example, swimming pools in a Louisiana district and a 2.5 million dollar 
educational television station in Fresno, California. Such clear violations 
of the law resulted in the misexpenditure of tens of millions of dollars 
until more careful monitoring forced an end to these practices and ordered 
some school systems to repay substantial amounts to the government.8° 

Jensen’s other source of evidence for compensatory education’s failure 
came from early evaluations of Head Start, the federal project designed 
to assist preschoolers living in poverty. These programs had generally 
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produced only modest gains in IQ, which then tended to diminish shortly 
after the child entered elementary school. This should have come as no 
surprise to Jensen, who had emphasized only a few years earlier that 
“pre-school intervention without adequate follow-up in the first years of 
elementary school is inadequate, because the culturally disadvantaged 
child does not go home after school, as does the middle-class child, to 
what is essentially a tutorial situation.”8! Yet it was the children who now 
seemed inadequate to him rather than the lack of follow-up. 

Head Start, however, had never been designed as a solution for the 
educational problems of the disadvantaged; it was intended as the first 
payment on a long-overdue moral debt to the poor, a humanitarian 
response to the plight of children in the richest country in the world who 
had never seen a dentist or doctor, never enjoyed a balanced diet, or 
never played with art materials and children’s books. Though the opportu- 
nity for educational enrichment was one purpose, comprehensive health 
examinations, improved nutrition, other support services for the pre- 
schoolers’ families, and the “maximum feasible participation” of parents 
were all goals of equal importance. Moreover, when the availability of 
federal money for Head Start was first announced—only a few months 
prior to the scheduled implementation date—it produced a frantic rush 
of applications by school boards, civic groups, churches, colleges, sororities, 
and local action agencies, none of whom wanted their community to be 
left out.82 The result was a helter-skelter of programs hastily thrown 
together in most cases—no two of them the same, each independently 
developed and administered, each concentrating on whichever goal seemed 
most important in its community. Even those few that chose to empha- 
size cognitive development had no illusion that a brief and hastily planned 
intervention would produce large, sustained increases in IQ. Jensen's 
judgment of the program’s inadequacy was thus based on the failure to 
attain a goal for which it had not been primarily designed. The most 
controversial article in the history of American psychology had begun 
with an assertion based on data that were for the most part irrelevant. 

Longitudinal studies of Head Start would later conclude that it was 
one of the most successful Great Society programs, producing perhaps 
not increased IQ scores but definitely improved performance in school 
and a better chance for a more satisfying and productive life. The Perry 
Preschool Project in Ypsilanti, Michigan, for example, one of the more 
educationally intensive programs, was specifically cited by Jensen because 
the average IQ gain of 8.9 points, which it had initially produced, 
dwindled to a mere 1.6 points by the end of the second grade, “a 
nonsignificant gain,” he emphasized. A study of the Perry children six- 
teen years later, however, showed that they had much higher rates of 
high school graduation, employment, and participation in college and 
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vocational training and a much lower incidence of welfare, delinquency, 
crime, and teenage pregnancy than similar children who had not been 
experienced the preschool intervention.83 In fact, Head Start became one 
of the few Great Society programs to survive the cut-and-slash Reagan 
years, and it was subsequently increased 40 percent by the “kinder, 
gentler” Bush budget. 

Having passed judgment with such certainty, however, Jensen could 
now spend the next hundred pages on a genetic explanation for compen- 
satory education’s putative failure, dependent largely on the claim that 
the “heritability of intelligence” was 80 percent. Much of this discussion 
was highly technical in nature, making it intimidating to some and 
impressive to others, who assumed that such an immense methodological 
apparatus must necessarily indicate a profound intellectual endeavor. 

Near the end of this complex presentation Jensen turned to the cause 
of racial differences in intelligence. He began with the strongest reminder 
that decisions involving the selection of persons—for college, graduate or 
professional school, employment, promotion—were always made about 
individuals and that 


the variables of social class, race and national origin are correlated 
so imperfectly with any of the valid criteria on which the above 
decisions should depend, or, for that matter, with any behavioral 
characteristic, that these background factors are irrelevant as a 
basis for dealing with individuals—as students, as employees, as 
neighbors. Furthermore, since, as far as we know, the full range of 
human talents is represented in all the major races of man and in all 
socioeconomic levels, it is unjust to allow the mere fact of an 
individual’s racial or social background to affect the treatment 
accorded to him. All persons rightfully must be regarded on the 
basis of their individual qualities and merits, and all social, educa- 
tional and economic institutions must have built into them the 


mechanisms for insuring and maximizing the treatment of persons 
according to their individual behavior.84 


After expression of such an admirably liberal credo, a discussion of racial 
differences might have seemed of little practical importance, but Jensen 
quickly supplied a compelling rationale: since the civil rights movement 
was citing the “disproportionate representation of different racial groups 
in the various levels of the educational, occupational and socioeconomic 
hierarchy” as evidence of unfairness and discrimination in the society, 
scientists were “forced” to examine all the possible explanations for such 
inequities. Perhaps the disproportion had nothing to do with unfairness, 
he speculated; perhaps there were real differences among the races in 
characteristics “indisputably relevant to educational and occupational 
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performance.”85 That is, maybe genetic differences—not discrimination, 
deprivation, or economic exploitation—were the real reason that blacks 
had the highest rate of unemployment and the dirtiest and lowest-paying 
jobs when they were hired. Jensen was suggesting, stripped of euphemisms, 
that blacks were poor because they were dumb. 

Jensen offered this genetic explanation in cautious, scientific language, 
noting that there were “various lines of evidence, no one of which is 
definitive alone, but which, viewed all together, make it a not unreason- 
able hypothesis that genetic factors are strongly implicated in the average 
Negro-white intelligence difference.”8® Such verbal gymnastics did not 
indicate any real doubt on Jensen's part, however. As the Harvard geneti- 
cist Richard Lewontin pointed out, if taken at face value, Jensen's conclu- 
sion was “guilty of the utmost triviality,” a waste of journal space. “Like 
all cant,” as Lewontin termed it, “the special language of the social 
scientist needs to be translated into common English,”8? and when 
properly decoded, Jensen’s real meaning was clearly that blacks were 
genetically inferior in intelligence. Indeed, not long after sticking this 
cautious toe in the water, Jensen would ignore all the reservations, 
estimating “that something between one-half and three-fourths of the 
average IQ differences between American Negroes and whites is attribut- 
able to genetic factors.”88 He even offered a possible explanatory mecha- 
nism—“a biochemical connection between skin pigmentation and intelli- 
gence” linked to their joint development in the embryo’s ectoderm.89 

Jensen recommended eugenic measures as the long-term solution for 
the presence of so many persons with genetically substandard intelligence— 
whether black or white. Even though some retarded parents admittedly 
produced children of average and even superior IQ, who, he rhetorically 
inquired, would wish upon these well-endowed children the kind of 
environment provided by such parents? As Leon F. Whitney, an activist 
in the earlier sterilization campaign, had observed, whether a “useless” 
life had been caused by bad genes or bad environment, in either case the 
parents of such a child “ought never to have produced him.”°° While the 
civil rights movement had not seemed to stir Jensen’s conscience, the 
plight of children born to retarded parents moved him deeply: “Have we 
thought sufficiently of the rights of children—of their right to be born 
with fair odds against being mentally retarded, not to have a retarded 
parent, and with fair odds in favor of having the genetic endowment 
needed to compete on equal terms with the majority of persons in 
society? Can we reasonably and humanely oppose such rights of millions 
of children as yet not born?’”?! Of course, to champion the rights of these 
nonexistent children meant to ensure that they remained that way—by 
preventing adults labeled inferior by test scores from reproducing. 

Moreover, Jensen noted—in an argument identical with Shockley’s—the 
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proliferation of children of incompetent parents was a particular threat to 
the black population, where lower-class families were reproducing much 
more rapidly than middle- or upper-class families, and then, in perhaps 
the single most inflammatory observation of the article, he posed the 
question, using Shockley’s favorite phrase: “Is there a danger that current 
welfare policies, unaided by eugenic foresight, could lead to the genetic 
enslavement of a substantial segment of the population?”92 More socially 
sensitive than Shockley, Jensen avoided specific proposals for sterilizing 
large numbers of blacks with low IQs or otherwise preventing their 
reproduction (though in an interview he once asserted that people with 
low IQs were “a burden on everyone, a disservice to themselves,” and he 
urged that “we should prevent their reproducing”).93 Such a leading 
question made it unnecessary to point out the obvious, however. After 
all, in what other way would eugenic foresight aid current welfare policy? 
Distribution of assistance according to genetic desirability? 

Finally, Jensen concluded with the implications for improving the 
education of minorities. He was “reasonably convinced” that basic skills 
could be mastered by all disadvantaged children with normal “Level I” 
abilities for memory and association, which were generally their strengths, 
provided that the methods of instruction were not based on those “Level 
II’ conceptual abilities, which were generally lacking “in these children’s 
genetic and. cultural heritage.” The problem, Jensen feared, was that 
most classroom instruction relied on the latter. Indeed, he wrote, “if a 
child cannot show that he ‘understands’ the meaning of 1 + 1 = 2 in some 
abstract, verbal, cognitive sense, he is, in effect, not allowed to go on to 
learn that 2 + 2 = 4.94 (Though Jensen’s assertions were typically well 
documented, this one seemed to be mere speculation; every year millions 
of children memorize “times tables” just as they have always done, with 
little deeper understanding of the principles of the number system. For 
that matter, there are many college courses—statistics, for example—in 
which some students attain conceptual insight while many others memo- 
rize techniques with only a marginal appreciation of the underlying 
theory.) The practical implications of Jensen’s article were therefore both 
educational and social: rote memorization to improve the scholastic skills 
of all those low IQ black children unable to understand abstract prin- 
ciples and some sort of eugenic program to reduce their numbers. 


The Politics of Jensenism 
The HER article was published in late February 1969 and became an 


immediate cause célébre, something everyone was discussing, though 
few people had actually read it. The mass media pounced on the work, 
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giving it unprecedented publicity for an article appearing in an academic 
journal. This instantaneous reaction occurred, at least in part, because 
Jensen had released a copy to U.S. News and World Report prior to 
HER’s publication, though he offered two differing accounts of how this 
had came about. In one, a writer from that magazine, who “knew 
nothing” of the forthcoming article, was visiting Berkeley to interview 
various faculty members about campus unrest. Jensen took the opportu- 
nity to volunteer information and give the writer a copy, informing him 
that HER had already released it to other members of the media. It 
sounded like a hint that the writer would have to act quickly or his 
magazine would trail the rest on this story. In this version, written in a 
context in which Jensen was emphasizing the speed of media response, 
he noted that the feature in U.S. News and World Report appeared only 
two weeks after the interview.25 When a critic “accused” Jensen of 
releasing the article to gain publicity, however, he responded that the 
magazine had interviewed him “after learning about the article” (emphasis 
added) and that “they requested a prepublication copy,” which he provided. 
In this account he stated that the story was published “almost a month” 
after the interview.9° Whichever the true version, Jensen hardly seemed 
reluctant to respond to the media’s interest; few scientists offer advance 
copies of their articles to journalists under any circumstances. 

Though there had been local newspaper attention, particularly in the 
Boston and San Francisco areas—the home bases of HER and Jensen—the 
national coverage did begin with U.S. News and World Report’s feature 
story entitled “Can Negroes Learn the Way Whites Do?” a fairly accurate 
summary of the main points of Jensen's article.9? Within a few weeks 
Time and Newsweek followed suit, and eventually every major publica- 
tion and a host of smaller ones would profile the controversy.98 But it was 
Lee Edson, science writer for the New York Times Magazine, who 
coined the term Jensenism, and his discussion of theory and theorist 
produced more letters to the editor than any other article ever published 
in that periodical.99 

The media's focus, of course, was on race differences, and their unsubtle 
treatment of Jensen’s conclusions often caused him to complain that his 
work was misrepresented to the public. He was particularly outraged by 
the title of the Newsweek story—“Born Dumb?” Yet the New York Times 
Magazine interview, which he called “the most thorough, thoughtful, 
and well-balanced story” of all the press coverage, “eminently fair and of 
meticulous accuracy,”!9° quoted Jensen as stating that “there are intelli- 
gence genes which are found in populations in different proportions, 
somewhat like the distribution of blood types. The number of intelli- 
gence genes seems to be lower, over-all, in the black population than the 
white.”101 The message underlying this more scientific language did not 
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seem all that different from Newsweek’s less sophisticated headline. At 
any rate, to the public, Jensenism became synonymous with black 
inferiority. 

Because of the publication lag in academic journals, the scholarly 
controversy took longer to peak, but its duration was much greater than 
the relatively short attention span of the popular press, lasting through- 
out the 1970s. In an appendix to a 1972 book Jensen presented a list of 
117 references written in response to the HER article, and this bibliogra- 
phy was hardly exhaustive.!°2 On a 1978 list of the hundred most 
frequently cited social science articles from the previous ten years, Jensen’s 
contribution to HER placed sixth. Unlike the other papers, which tended 
to be “seminal” works in their respective fields, Jensen’s article was cited 
so often because it was an object of great controversy, though.!03 

For an academic debate the controversy was unusually bitter and 
personal. One social scientist accused Jensen of having done “injury to 
children” by “help[ing] to abort” compensatory education; major psy- 
chologists termed his work “academic manure,” “obscene,” and “abomin- 
able”; and there were ad hominem attacks on him as a racist.!04 Jensen 
was anything but reluctant to continue the fray; every adverse article 
received a rebuttal, every challenge a reply, every trivial criticism a letter 
to the editor. One observer calculated that over a five-year period Jensen 
produced an average of three hundred published words per day in the 
professional literature, a count excluding, of course, his numerous responses 
to critics in the mass media.!95 Nor were the reactions confined to print. 
Professional associations in anthropology and psychology circulated peti- 
tions and passed resolutions condemning conclusions of racial inequality, 
specifically naming Jensen as the latest offender. 


“Gusting through the Capitol” 


It might have seemed surprising that Jensen’s ideas caused such a storm 
when other scientists with overtly racist agendas had drawn relatively 
little attention. Only three years earlier Henry Garrett, a former presi- 
dent of the American Psychological Association, had authored a series of 
murky hate pamphlets and tracts opposing enforcement of the Constitu- 
tion because blacks were allegedly inferior, yet he produced nothing close 
to the uproar over Jensen, who had made no explicit suggestion that 
anyone be deprived of rights. It was true that his article was published in 
HER, an influential publication despite having no more than twelve 
thousand subscribers, but in the very same journal a few years earlier 
Frank McGurk had claimed black inferiority to be an obstacle to integration, 
and he was hardly noticed. 

The major reason for the intense repetion to Jensen was the timing of 
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his work. The period just prior to the HER article had been a time of 
transition in the civil rights movement and the nation’s response to it. As 
long as the movement had concentrated on equal rights—in polling 
places and public accommodations—it had enjoyed an unquestioned 
moral authority. These were “safe” issues: the movement’s gain entailed 
no loss for whites. As the focus of civil rights activity shifted toward 
improving services and conditions for the poor, however, its agenda 
contained many issues where a victory for the movement was perceived 
to involve a cost for middle-class whites: compensatory education meant 
higher taxes; affirmative action might deprive others of jobs. Feelings of 
prejudice that had been suppressed while blacks braved fire hoses and 
police dogs to vote now needed a new and reasonable foundation. 

Then, only months before publication of the HER article, Richard 
Nixon won a presidential election by stealing George Wallace’s thunder 
and waging a campaign based, at least in part, on the country’s increas- 
ing impatience with the civil rights movement’s new direction. An ugly 
undercurrent of intolerance was rising to the surface in regions previously 
thought to be too sophisticated for racial prejudice. The original reports 
of Jensen's work in his own metropolitan area shared newspaper cover- 
age with stories of physical assault on people attending a local school 
board meeting on integration and threats to board members and their 
families.!07 As John Ehrlichman, Nixon’s adviser on domestic issues, 
would later acknowledge, many of the president’s policies, especially in 
education and housing, were specifically designed to appeal to this 
emerging antiblack sentiment.!°8 On the same day that Lee Edson 
coined Jensenism in the New York Times, the newspaper also reported a 
slowdown in administration attempts to enforce desegregation in the 
South, prompting a “rebellion” by half the civil rights lawyers in the 
Justice Department and producing the first break in open court between 
the Justice Department and the NAACP’s Legal Defense Fund since the 
pre-Brown days.199 According to Ehrlichman, Nixon even discussed upcom- 
ing cases on desegregation with Chief Justice Warren Burger, a clear 
breach of ethics.!10 

In such a political climate Jensen’s article was much more threatening 
to the movement’s supporters. It was perceived—correctly—as a scien- 
tific encoding of the shifting political impulses of the time, a signal that 
the Second Reconstruction had begun to decline. Moreover, its practical 
implications did not go unnoticed among policymakers. A Life magazine 
story quoted Daniel Moynihan, then a presidential adviser, remarking 
that “the winds of Jensenism were gusting through the capitol at gale 
force.” It also cited a “high government official” who acknowledged the 
article as “secret knowledge” in the Washington bureaucracy, something 
not widely discussed but highly influential.!!1 Edward Zigler, a professor 
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of psychology at Yale and the director of the Federal Office of Child 
Development at the time, later observed that the “important decision- 
makers” might not have understood the technical portion of Jensen's 
paper, but they certainly did not miss his “clear statement that compensa- 
tory education is a failure.”!12 At the very moment a new administration 
was balking at continued funding of educational assistance to the poor, a 
Berkeley professor had conveniently appeared, proffering a batch of IQ 
scores, to announce that these programs were a waste of the taxpayers’ 
money. Though Jensen’s name was not mentioned, Nixon’s first major 
statements on education, delivered shortly after his veto of an educa- 
tional appropriations bill, were highly critical of compensatory efforts 
and stressed the need for research on why some students learn more 
easily than others before investing additional public funds in projects that 
did not work.118 

In private discussions the president remarked that federal programs 
could not benefit blacks because they were genetically inferior to whites, 
though, again, he referred to no specific scientific authority for the belief. 
The comment in a White House policy meeting most likely to have come 
directly from Jensen’s article was made by Spiro Agnew. According to 
Ehrlichman, in a discussion on race and education Agnew stressed the 
distinction between racial discrimination and discrimination based on 
the fact that “people have different IQs, talents and other legacies.”!14 
This was almost identical with Jensen’s claim that discrimination based 
on intelligence might appear to be racial due to the relation between race 
and IQ. Pat Buchanan, a White House aide at the time, submitted a 
memo to Nixon questioning the value of “all our efforts and expenditures 
not only for ‘compensatory education’ but to provide an ‘equal chance at 
the starting line’” and suggesting that, because of genetic differences in 
intelligence, “a lot of what we are doing in terms of integration of blacks 
and whites...is less likely to result in accommodation than it is in 
perpetual friction...as the incapable are played [sic] consciously by 
government side by side with the capable.”!15 Jensen himself noted with 
satisfaction the influence of his ideas in the new administration, observ- 
ing that “the kind of research being funded and some of the appoint- 
ments being made reflect in subtle ways some of the ideas in my Harvard 
Review article.”}16 

Another cause of the controversy over Jensen was the radical student 
movement of the 1960s, then in its last moments of activity prior to 
self-destruction. Despite the internecine conflicts in Students for a Demo- 
cratic Society, the “struggle” against racism had been a central tenet of 
every faction, and Jensen now provided an inviting target around which 
to mount a new campaign. Within days of HER’s publication a sound 
truck traversed the Berkeley campus blaring “Fight racism; fire Jensen.” 
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In addition to the demand that he be fired, students were urged to 
boycott his classes, his lectures were interrupted, and he received hate 
mail and threatening phone calls.!!7 

Such normally inexcusable acts drew some condemnation but not 
nearly the kind of indignation that might have been expected from the 
academic community. One social scientist compared the activists’ cam- 
paign against Jensen with the behavior of antiwar protesters, noting that 
both groups saw their actions as a “moral choice” in which civility was 
abandoned on behalf of a higher value.!18 In perhaps the frankest refusal 
by a scientist to become exercised over Jensen’s plight, the well-known 
researcher Ethel Tobach privately wrote that “I feel quite strongly that 
the hooliganism that disrupts Jensen...is something that one must 
expect in view of the fact that the indignities done to people are no longer 
being tolerated. I don’t think that violence changes the things that are 
wrong with society, but I understand them very well. Therefore, I can 
hardly say that I deplore them; I just think that they are wasting their 
time.”!19 Tobach might not have been so blunt had she anticipated 
publication of her remarks, but a lot of academics who expressed them- 
selves more diplomatically in public probably harbored similar private 
sentiments. 

A final factor contributing to the controversy was the very sophistica- 
tion and scholarly nature of Jensen’s presentation. He was not easily 
dismissed as just another die-hard segregationist or obvious bigot like the 
hysterically ranting Garrett. He could legitimately claim to have embarked 
on his research not only without a political agenda but also with a clear 
predisposition toward a finding of racial equality, thus suggesting the 
image of a scholarly mind only gradually freeing itself from an erroneous 
assumption through the influence of carefully collected data. No one 
pointed out Jensen’s sophistication as a reason for the bitterness of the 
debate—his opponents did not wish to concede such praise for the 
article, and many of his most ardent supporters were segregationists, for 
whom acknowledgement of Jensen’s greater scholarliness would be a 
tacit admission of the true nature of their other experts, such as Garrett 
and McGurk. 

The difference was instinctively recognized, however. Although Shockley 
often mentioned Garrett as a major psychologist who believed in black 
intellectual inferiority, he would never have risked the ridicule certain to 
result from distributing one of Garrett’s fulminations to his scientific 
peers as expert opinion. Immediately after publication of Jensen’s article, 
however, Shockley sent a copy of the entire 128 pages to every one of the 
approximately seven hundred members of the psychology, anthropology, 
sociology, and genetics sections of the National Academy of Sciences.}2° 
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New Support for Segregation 


The racists immediately sensed that Jensen could confer a new respecta- 
bility on their position and a vindication of their claims. Even before the 
HER article made Jensen’s name a household word, segregationists were 
already lauding the then unknown psychologist’s conclusions as an indica- 
tion of “renewed interest” in the thinking of Carleton Putnam. Probably 
alerted to Jensen’s work by Shockley, who had close ties to the anti- 
integration activists, an editor of the Jackson (Mississippi) Daily News, a 
center of resistance to integration, predicted that “the courts will have to 
rule on educational matters along the lines which educational experts 
indicate . . . [and] that is why the report of Dr. Jensen is so important.”121 
In keeping with this prediction, only days after the article’s publication it 
was offered as evidence by the defense in a Virginia desegregation 
suit.!22 The entire article was also inserted into the Congressional Record 
by John R. Rarick, a Democratic representative from Louisiana and easily 
the most rabid reactionary in the House, a featured speaker at the 
national convention of the Liberty Lobby’s Board of Policy, and a man 
reported to have links to the Ku Klux Klan.!23 The Klan itself began to 
circulate a pamphlet entitled Race and Integration: Scientists Speak 
Out, devoted largely to Jensen’s research and conclusions. 124 

Jensen might have lanced the boil of racism by a simple dissociation of 
his own scientific interests from their use by reactionary political elements. 
It would not have been a difficult matter to denounce unequivocally all 
those who cited his work as support for segregation or other racially 
repressive policies, especially since he was already on record in favor of 
treating every individual on his or her merits, but even when challenged 
to do so, he refused.!25 When asked whether he was concerned that 
racists might quote his research out of context for their own purposes, 
Jensen replied, “I don’t want to give these people the power of censorship 
over my research”—a strangely oblique response since the question 
contained no suggestion of any change in his work, only the problem of its 
political misuse.!26 Perhaps there was no scientific imperative for Jensen 
to repudiate the racists, but it was widely perceived as a moral responsi- 
bility; as the Talmud observed, a person who can protest injustice and 
does not becomes an accomplice in the act. 

However, having suffered intense criticism from the same quarters 
that had opposed the racist scientists, Jensen seemed to feel some degree 
of sympathy, even kinship, for them. Only weeks after publication of the 
HER article the Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues, a 
division of the American Psychological Association, released a statement 
to all the major news services and a number of professional journals, a 
portion of which was an almost verbatim repetition from its statement of 
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opposition to Henry Garrett issued eight years earlier.!27 The one-size- 
fits-all mentality suggested an inability to distinguish between Garrett’s 
hate polemics and Jensen's scholarship. Instead of emphasizing the differ- 
ences between Garrett’s work and his own, however, Jensen’s response 
complained about the Society’s “long history of reprimanding persons” 
like Garrett and McGurk and “censur[ing]” them for articles asserting 
the existence of racial genetic differences.128 In fact, there had been little 
criticism, much less censure, of these scientists until they had sought to 
use their conclusions as a basis to overturn desegregation. 

In addition, Jensen reserved the term racist only for those who did not 
“recognize the overlap between racial groups” and thus assumed all 
whites superior to all blacks.!29 By this definition almost nobody had 
ever been a racist—certainly not Putnam, Garrett, or McGurk, all of 
whom viewed racial differences as a matter of relative frequency; not the 
Mankind Quarterly contributor who acknowledged “exceptional” blacks 
with abilities superior to those of many whites even while insisting that 
they were “unsuited for citizenship in a democracy” and should not be 
allowed to vote;189 not the early Social Darwinists, who looked forward 
to blacks’ extinction yet conceded that “some Negroes are better than 
some Whites... mentally,” a fact one writer judged of no greater rele- 
vance to their rights than the fact that “some dogs are superior to some 
men”;!3! not even Josiah Nott, who had waged a vigorous campaign 
against the abolitionists yet did “not doubt that individuals of inferior 
races, as Indians and negroes, are capable ... when compared with the 
whites.”132 According to Jensen’s definition of the term, none of these 
rabid opponents of blacks’ rights was “racist.” 

Nor was Jensen reluctant to participate in the segregationists’ ongoing 
political campaign against the implementation of Brown. A year after the 
HER article the House Subcommittee on Education held hearings on the 
Emergency School Aid Act, a bill designed to provide financial assistance 
to school systems actually undergoing the process of integration. Seizing 
on the bill’s reference to desegregation as a route to educational improve- 
ment for students attending “racially isolated” schools, the scientists who 
had opposed Brown —Garrett, Osborne, McGurk, van den Haag—again 
insisted that integration was based on science, this time on the assump- 
tion that it would produce educationally beneficial effects. To refute this 
assumption, they submitted statements to the subcommittee, repeating 
their evidence on black inferiority from the Stell case and concluding 
that the inherent intellectual differences between black and white chil- 
dren could not be altered by a change in the school’s racial composition 
or, for that matter, by any other intervention. As Osborne noted in his 
statement, desegregation was “destructive” to the education of blacks 
and whites alike. This latest rendition of the decade-old theme was now 


212 The Science and Politics of Racial Research 


part of a new strategy: since the bill under consideration also allowed 
funds for “evaluation,” the segregationists urged the subcommittee to 
utilize this provision “to find out once and for all” whether integration did 
indeed improve the quality of education.!53 Clearly, they hoped that a 
negative answer to this question would provide new leverage to tum 
public schools from the integrationist path. 

To the experts from Stell were added two new authorities. William 
Shockley submitted a statement asserting a “hereditary origin” for the 
“deficit in Negro intellectual performance” and suggesting, like the others, 
that the proposed legislation’s evaluation component should be used to 
determine whether integration had any educational value.!84 Arthur 
Jensen also testified. He was one of only two scientists to appear in 
person before the subcommittee; the other was Ernst van den Haag, who 
delivered yet another attack on Kenneth Clark’s twenty-year-old data 
from the Dolls Test. In his prepared statement, which Congressman Rarick 
reprinted in the Congressional Record, Jensen, too, claimed that the 
Emergency School Aid Act was based on the “premise” that “racial 
isolation... has an adverse effect on education,” thus joining in the 
segregationists’ contention that desegregation was in fact based not on 
constitutional entitlement but on empirically demonstrable assertions. 
From this point of view, his next logical step was to suggest “an essential 
preliminary inquiry . .. [which] relates to the truth or falsity as a scien- 
tific matter of the basic factual assumption underlying this bill,” although 
he left little doubt about what he expected such an inquiry to demonstrate. 
“I do not believe that this premise alone can be regarded as adequate 
justification,” Jensen told the committee, because “the educational abili- 
ties and needs of the majority of white and Negro children are sufficiently 
different at this present time in our history.”185 The implication was 
clear: in the face of these differing needs and abilities, desegregation 
would only harm both groups. Whatever Jensen’s personal opinion of 
segregation, he was a participant in the segregationists’ latest attempt to 
offer science as an obstacle to integration. 

In the ensuing discussion between the two witnesses and the members 
of the subcommittee, Jensen stressed the importance of identifying the 
large number of black children who needed special education—in other 
words, classes for the retarded—explaining that in integrated schools 
such children were likely to be denied this placement because they would 
be mistakenly “treat[ed] like the average white child.”156 After listening 
to both Jensen and van den Haag raise objections to the possible success 
of integrated education, the subcommittee’s chair latched onto the 
segregationists’ strategy: if the evaluation, which all these experts had 
urged, did sustain their claims that integrated schools were an educa- 
tional disaster, then “the courts would have no recourse but to take 
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another look at Brown.” Was it possible, the chair inquired, “that this 
legislation conceivably could shoot down Brown?” Van den Haag quickly 
replied that an evaluation might indeed lead the courts to approve 
greater “freedom of choice.” Jensen maintained a discreet silence.137 


Institutionalizing Inequality 


To all the controversy produced by his work Jensen pleaded if not 
ignorance at least innocence, maintaining that he was just a scientist 
pursuing a scientific question. As he told a reporter for the Times of 
London, “I take a non-political view. I’m almost embarrassed by my lack 
of political involvement in this issue. That whole side of the thing is 
beyond me.” It was his critics, he claimed, whether scientists or not, who 
insisted on approaching this purely scientific issue on a political, an 
“ideological” level.138 

If Jensen had begun as a political naif, he was certainly a quick study. 
In addition to all his media interviews, polemics in nonscientific periodicals, 
and congressional testimony, he quickly went on record asserting that 
research on the question of racial differences should be “widely discussed 
by the scientific community and the general public as well” (emphasis 
added).!89 To invite the public to participate in a genuinely scientific 
debate was unusual to say the least (contrast this “invitation” with 
scientists’ response to the public’s desire to participate in the debate on 
recombinant DNA research), and it suggested a Shockley-like intention to 
appeal beyond the scientific community to a larger constituency. 

Moreover, the profession of a totally apolitical stance left Jensen in a 
rather paradoxical position. He had explained in the HER article—and 
he would continue to emphasize—that the scientific question of racial 
differences in ability derived meaning only from the political context of 
disproportionate black poverty. It was the civil rights movement’s claim 
of discrimination as a major obstacle to vertical mobility for blacks that 
had “forced” Jensen to examine the genetic explanation for their socioeco- 
nomic inequality. The sole raison d’étre for this line of research was its 
potential to disprove the movement’s claim and relocate the cause of 
black impoverishment in their genes. There could be little doubt about 
the existence of racial discrimination in employment in 1969: a U.S. 
Labor Department survey of four large cities had recently found not a 
single black apprentice among union plumbers, steamfitters, sheet-metal 
workers, stonemasons, structural ironworkers, operating engineers, lathers, 
painters, or glaziers.140 Low IQs were hardly the reason that no blacks 
were employed in these fields; nor would higher IQs have gained them 
entree. But if science could demonstrate that blacks were clustered 
preponderantly at the economic nadir merely as a reflection of their 
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genetic merit, then the country could ignore all the unfounded com- 
plaints about alleged discrimination. This was hardly an apolitical position. 

In the profusion of scientific articles and books produced by Jensen 
after the HER article, the rationalization of inequality between blacks 
and whites was a frequent subtext and often the only practical implication. 
Educability and Group Differences, for example, was a four-hundred- 
page attempt to prove blacks genetically inferior to whites in intellectual 
ability through a point-by-point refutation of environmentalist explana- 
tions for the racial difference in IQ. At the end of this tome Jensen 
presented the “educational implications” of his genetic hypothesis: not all 
children respond to the same instructional method at the same time; they 
have to be treated as individuals. After two pounds of detail from a 
review of hundreds of studies, this seemed an incredibly banal outcome, 
one that appeared to have little to do with race. But, Jensen explained, to 
treat black children as individuals meant to recognize their genetic 
limitations—to realize that their poor performance was “not mainly the 
result of discrimination and unequal environmental conditions.” The 
false emphasis on environmental factors, he declared, would only gener- 
ate “social paranoia” resulting from the myth of discrimination, a belief in 
“mysterious hostile forces” as the cause of inequality.14! In a subsequent 
article Jensen elaborated on the psychological dynamics of this myth. The 
“failure to succeed,” he explained, “is less apt to be perceived as personal 
failure if one identifies with a group which is claimed, justifiably or not, 
to be discriminated against. Having the status of an unprivileged caste, 
real or imagined, makes personal failure more tolerable.”!42 The social 
role of the genetic explanation was thus to strip away this self-deception 
and force blacks to face their inherent shortcomings; if only blacks could 
be persuaded of their intellectual inferiority, presumably they would 
accept their justifiably lower socioeconomic status and stop complaining 
of imagined mistreatment. 

Having scientifically rationalized the disproportionate representation 
of blacks among the poor, Jensen insisted that their appropriate educa- 
tion had to be based on the same genetic facts. Since it was not “realistic” 
to expect the schools to change “basic intelligence,” he opposed all 
compensatory programs as a waste of “limited resources on misguided, 
irrelevant and ineffective remedies.” Besides its practical ineffectiveness, 
Jensen regarded compensatory education as an attempt to replace the 
liberal ideal of “equality of educational input”—a goal that, he maintained, 
had already been achieved—with “unequal input” in order to provide 
special advantages to minorities that were not available to the middle 
class.!43 Even more serious, according to Jensen, the public school system 


generally suffered from the same erroneous assumption underlying com- 
pensatory efforts—that all children could be taught by the “usual methods 
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of instruction,” dependent largely on “thinking” and “conceptualizing” — 
and he saw the presence of a substantial number of pupils genetically 
incapable of such learning as a threat to the very survival of universal 
public education. !44 

Jensen continually insisted that there was only one productive inter- 
vention: the sole hope—not just for improving education for minorities 
but also for maintaining the viability of compulsory education in the face 
of so many genetically handicapped students—was to provide “a diver- 
sity of conditions suited to the diversity of individual abilities and needs 
of the pupil.” 145 For Jensen, this was the true definition of equal educa- 
tional opportunity, one that went beyond irrelevant concerns with equal- 
izing expenditures, facilities, or equipment to the core of the problem—the 
need to institute different instructional methods and goals that would 
place that mass of children genetically incapable of benefiting from the 
traditional curriculum into a program oriented toward their abilities to 
associate and remember, while only the more “intelligent” students would 
be taught to understand principles and concepts. This procedure would, 
by Jensen’s own calculation, relegate the great majority of blacks to the 
associative track. Indeed, that would be its purpose—to salvage their edu- 
cation by relieving blacks of the burden of understanding. An educational 
version of the attempt to save Vietnamese villages by destroying them, 
Jensen’s proposal would soon resegregate most blacks into the lower tier 
of an educational caste system, channeling them into correspondingly 
menial occupations and thus perpetuating their position in the underclass. 
After all, what employer seeking to fill a position of any responsibility 
would consider an applicant certified by the schools as too unintelligent 
to learn except through rote memorization? Though perhaps not as rigid 
as Brave New World’s plan to program “Gamma, Delta and Epsilon” 
embryos for a lower-class role, Jensen’s concept of educational equality 
proceeded from an implicit recognition that blacks as a group were 
genetically deficient in the higher conceptual abilities necessary for true 
success in contemporary society. It was consequently necessary to create 
remedial programs for them that would really work, capitalizing on their 
associative strengths and, in the process, preparing them for the social 
niche appropriate to their “Level I’ abilities. Rather than reduce socioeco- 
nomic inequality, the schools would institutionalize it. 

Jensen also opposed affirmative action as the political corollary of 
racial differences in intelligence. Though less outspoken than Shockley, 
who claimed that court rulings in favor of affirmative action were based 
on the “national egalitarian lie,”!46 Jensen believed that the policy was 
consciously predicated on the assumption that blacks and whites were 
intellectually equal and that scientific evidence for racial inequality 
should thus render it untenable. From his analysis of racial differences 
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Jensen concluded that five to six times more whites than blacks were 
genetically qualified for the better colleges and professional schools—in 
other words, had IQs above 115—making the unequal representation of 
races in higher education and the professions again merely a social 
reflection of biology; according to science, there should be dispropor- 
tionately more whites than blacks in professional positions. (At the time 
of the HER article there was a total of 783 black medical school students, 
a number that would rise to 3,456—out of 53,000 medical students 
altogether—in the next eight years. Even if Jensen's estimate of five to six 
times more qualified whites than blacks were correct, there would still be 
a large underrepresentation of blacks.) Because of this genetic disparity, 
Jensen considered affirmative action programs not just unfair to “borderline” 
whites “crowded out” by the preference for minorities but, more serious, 
a source of incompetence, unavoidably producing “the accountant who 
cannot calculate or the surgeon who has not learned anatomy.” It was not 
that he could cite any example of an “affirmative action” doctor who had 
not learned anatomy; it was unnecessary to identify actual incompetents 
when the fact of their existence was deduced from genetic differences 
between the races. To Jensen, affirmative action was thus scientifically 
disproven.!4? 

This insistence that policy had been predicated on some underlying 
scientific assumption was, once again, erroneous. There have been numer- 
ous statutes enacting affirmative action at various levels of government 
and numerous court cases, some favorable and some unfavorable depending 
on the particular circumstances and the venue, but in no instance has a 
legislative action or a judicial decision ever concerned itself in any way 
with the issue of genetic equality. There are some powerful and persua- 
sive arguments to be offered in opposition to affirmative action, but they 
have nothing to do with biology.}48 

Despite his claims of political innocence, Jensen was proposing, as a 
consequence of his research, a highly political agenda, almost all of it 
unfavorable to the aspirations of blacks. To do so was certainly Jensen’s 
right as a citizen, a right he should not have had to forfeit just because his 
political ideology was informed by his scientific conclusions. But like the 
eugenicists in the anti-immigration campaign, Jensen sought to have it 
both ways: while proposing a political agenda, he attempted to use his 
status as a scientist to deny any political interest or involvement, fending 
off critics with the charge that it was they who insisted on making a 
political response to his purely scientific conclusions. 
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Despite the fact that the political implications were, according to Jensen 
himself, the only reason for interest in the question of racial differences, 
it was, of course, possible to evaluate the scientific merit of his work 
entirely apart from any political considerations. For all its scholarly 
nature and technical sophistication, his argument for a genetic difference 
in intelligence between the races was remarkably weak, based not on any 
new evidence but on the putative inability to explain the difference in 
any other way. Yet because the argument was clothed in what was, for 
many psychologists, the daunting mathematical regalia of behavior genetics, 
many of the initial responses by well-known social scientists were rather 
inept, creating the impression that Jensen’s case must have been fairly 
solid. 

A particularly severe early critic, for example, was Martin Deutsch, a 
professor of psychology at New York University who first claimed to have 
found seventeen errors in Jensen’s HER article—a number he later 
increased to fifty-three—“all of them unidimensional and all of them 
anti-black.”!49 The few examples offered by Deutsch for these implica- 
tions about Jensen’s objectivity and perhaps even his integrity were 
trivial at best, though: a “68%” that was transposed as “86%” or a study 
cited by Jensen that was based on data from only eight subjects.15° 
Because of the seriousness of Deutsch’s charge, Jensen brought the 
matter to the American Psychological Association’s Committee on Scien- 
tific and Professional Ethics and Conduct, which, after almost two years 
of repeated demands, finally obtained the complete list of supposedly 
malignant errors. Deutsch’s full evidence again proved so trivial that 
Jensen attempted to distribute the list to the public; clearly he felt 
vindicated.15!1 Moreover, the image of his critics waving around a chang- 
ing set of undisclosed errors as Joseph McCarthy did with his list of State 
Department Communists gave Jensen the moral high ground. 


Intelligence and Jelly Rolls 


Actually, instead of reporting any recent research, the scientific portion 
of the HER article had been almost entirely devoted to a restoration of 
two psychological antiques, old concepts that had been gathering dust in 
psychology’s basement until Jensen’s attempt to refinish them and set 
them out for the public as if they were new. The first was the “factor 
analytic” definition of intelligence—originally proposed in 1904 by the 
English scientist Charles Spearman—as the theoretical, mathematical 
construct necessary to account for the fact that those who score high on 
one kind of test tend to score high on others; that is, intelligence was the 
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single underlying factor explaining the correlation between different 
tests of mental ability.152 Since intelligence was conceptualized as uni- 
dimensional, it implied that all individuals could be ranked on one linear 
continuum of intellectual ability. Indeed, Jensen would soon extend the 
scale’s range at both ends until this “purely mathematical, theoretical 
construct” became “an interspecies concept” relating every organism’s 
intelligence to its respective phylogenetic status, a notion that the Harvard 
palentologist Stephen J. Gould termed “the most naive bit of writing 
about evolution . .. in years.”153 The intellectual worth of every earthly 
creature, from the lowest amoeba to the highest human, could once again 
be placed on a single continuum; the great chain of being had been 
discarded in the nineteenth century only to be resurrected a hundred 
years later. 

Whether intelligence should be considered a unidimensional or multi- 
dimensional construct had been debated by psychologists since their 
initial interest in the concept at the beginning of the century. A tempo- 
rary truce between the two positions was obtained in 1923 when the 
Harvard psychologist E. G. Boring offered his famous tautology, “Intelli- 
gence is what the tests test.” Less well remembered, however, is his very 
next observation that although “the ordinary connotation of intelligence 
is much broader . . . no harm need result if we but remember that measur- 
able intelligence is simply what the tests of intelligence test, until further 
scientific observation allows us to extend the definition.”154 That is, 
psychology had to recognize that its definition of intelligence was but a 
first approximation that had to be greatly expanded before it could better 
represent common usage, which was the standard. To defend his uni- 
dimensional model, Jensen claimed the derivation to have taken the 
opposite path, that is, intelligence originated as a technical term in 
psychology for the “general factor common to standards tests of intelligence” 
before “filter[ing] down into common parlance.”!55 Actually, intelligentia, 
a Latin word meaning the capacity for understanding—intelligence —was 
frequently used in Cicero’s orations and by medieval philosophers; the 
contemporary term is traced back some centuries by standard una- 
bridged dictionaries and was discussed in Darwin’s Descent of Man and 
Selection in Relation to Sex. Quite apart from his inaccurate account of 
linguistic history, Jensen was calling for a public discussion of racial 
differences in “intelligence” at the same time that he insisted that this 
commonly used term had a scientifically idiosyncratic meaning. 

Reliance on the factor analytic definition, however, made it possible 
for Jensen to assess mathematically the degree to which any test or task 
was “loaded” with “g,” the underlying general intelligence factor. Though 
some standard IQ tests were “purer” measures of g than others, he found 
them all to be generally g laden, thus confirming some empirical relation- 
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ship between intelligence and its most commonly used—and frequently 
criticized—operational definition. The imperfection of the relationship 
between IQ tests and g in some cases also proved useful to Jensen, 
allowing him to account for an increase in IQ scores obtained by some 
compensatory programs without having to acknowledge any change in 
intelligence: the curriculum in these programs had reduced the g load- 
ings of the IQ test, divesting it of “the same meaning as an index of 
general intelligence.”156 

A common criticism of standard measures of intelligence has been 
their quite modest relationship to actual accomplishments, typical correla- 
tions with occupational performance being about 0.2.157 (The correlation 
between height and weight is about 0.5; thus, selecting persons for job 
placement on the basis of IQ score would be considerably less accurate 
than attempting to select the tallest individuals on the basis of their 
weights.) As the Yale psychologist Seymour Sarason has observed, 
“Psychology has for too long sought to measure a world of its own 
contrivance, and this it has done extremely well—so well that for dec- 
ades it did not have to face the possibility that ingeniously measuring a 
world of one’s own making is a mammoth waste of time.”!58 To demon- 
strate that g was much more than just a measure of “academic intelligence,” 
Jensen also assessed the “g loadings” of nonacademic tasks. He analyzed 
the tasks performed by U.S. Army cooks, solemnly reporting that making 
scrambled eggs had zero loading while the preparation of jelly rolls was 
much more highly saturated with g. 159 His unidimensional construct of 
intelligence thus largely excluded memory and learning ability while 
including the skills of jelly roll preparation. 

The greatest difficulty with Jensen’s mathematically defined construct 
of intelligence was that it tended to reify the correlation between various 
tests, that is, to treat the statistical abstraction of a general relationship 
between scores on two tests as if it were the result of some underlying 
material reality. A correlation between a pair of tests—say, one of verbal 
ability and one of quantitative—is based on a general trend for a large 
number of persons but does not necessarily hold for any single one of 
them. Even given the correlation, there are still many individuals whose 
high ability in one area is coupled with mediocre performance in the 
other. When, for example, specialized aptitude tests were administered 
to one group of students in place of global measures of intelligence, more 
than half of them scored in the top 10 percent on a specific ability.16° 
Research on so-called geniuses has suggested a similar conclusion. When 
the psychologist David Feldman studied the development of a number of 
“child prodigies,” he found the unitary notion of intelligence inadequate 
to account for their high achievement. Although prodigies occasionally 
have all-around ability, more often they are exceptionally talented in only 
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one domain—“pretuned” to master some specific area of endeavor. In 
some cases high overall ability may even prove to be an obstacle to 
prodigious accomplishment since multiple talents tend to “compete” for 
available time and resources, whereas a child with a single ability is more 
likely to display the tenacious commitment to it that produces outstand- 
ing achievement.!6! To insist that all “intelligent” behavior is rooted in 
some single underlying general ability is tenable only at the level of 
mathematical abstraction; to impose the unidimensional construct willy- 
nilly on the multidimensional domain of behavior conveniently allows the 
placement of every person in a simple linear ordering of intellect, but it 
fails as a description of real human beings. 

It was not until a decade after Jensen’s HER article, when much of the 
controversy over his work had subsided, that research on human intelli- 
gence, an area that, after stagnating for years, had been pronounced 
“dead” by one of its own most well-known experts, finally began to 
generate some new interest and excitement, largely as a result of discarding 
the single continuum approach in favor of looking at a variety of skills.162 
Howard Gardner, for example, has proposed a theory of “multiple 
intelligences,” each one having a biological origin and permitting individ- 
uals to produce important cultural products. So far Gardner has suggested 
seven such “intelligences”: musical, linguistic, bodily-kinesthetic, logical- 
mathematical, spatial, interpersonal, and intrapersonal. An individual 
would thus be characterized by a collection of abilities, each having 
recognized cultural significance, rather than by a single faculty identified 
by an intelligence test. The evidence for the biological basis of these 
abilities has been derived from experimental, not correlational, evidence. 
For example, damage to a specific area of the brain has been shown to 
cause impairment of the specific ability controlled by that region. At the 
same time, the fact that such damage does not affect other faculties is 
strong evidence that g is a myth.!63 


Heritability: The Pursuit of Irrelevance 


The establishment of g as the theoretical construct of intelligence and the 
IQ score as its appropriate operational definition allowed Jensen to turn 
to his second antique—the “heritability” of intelligence. Interest in this 
issue also dated back to the beginning of the century, when early 
eugenicists, such as Karl Pearson, called for measurement of “the relative 
shares” of heredity and environment as “the first problem” of their 
science, although this cry for research could not be construed to indicate 
any doubt about its outcome. “Nature dominates nurture, . . . inheritance 
is more vital than environment,” Pearson asserted,!64 and Frederick 
Adams Woods, the “American Galton,” concluded—long in advance of 
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any empirical evidence—that heredity “exercised in mental life a factor 
not far from nine-tenths, while from the moral side it is something over 
one half.”165 

If Jensen’s technical definition of intelligence, a word that psycholo- 
gists had attempted to appropriate from the colloquial domain, proved 
somewhat elusive to the public, the concept of heritability brought total 
confusion. The heritability of a trait is defined as the proportion of 
observed differences between persons that is due to genetic differences. 
This concept and the techniques for its estimation had been developed 
not with human behavior in mind but specifically for the analysis of 
various traits of farm animals and agricultural crops—the fleece weight 
of sheep, milk yield of dairy cattle, egg production of fowl, or yield 
per acre for wheat. The purpose of such heritability estimates was 
primarily to increase the efficiency or amount of food production by 
finding to what extent a trait will “breed true” (i.e., the higher the 
heritability of some characteristic, the more effective would be a selective 
breeding program in increasing the yield on that trait). To the public, 
however, Jensen’s assertion that the “heritability” of intelligence was 80 
percent had little to do with such concerns. The common interpretation 
of his claim was that an individual’s intelligence was largely hereditary; 
that if it was hereditary, then it must have been determined by the genes; 
and that if it was determined by genes, then obviously there was little 
possibility for change from environmental intervention. Actually, every 
one of these conclusions was false. 

Since heritability is the proportion of differences between persons that 
is genetic, it is applicable only to groups, not to individuals. Any attempt 
to partition an individual's IQ score into a hereditary and an environmen- 
tal component would be utter nonsense, similar to asking how much of 
the weight of a two-hundred-pound man is due to his genes and how 
much to his environment. Yet such statements appeared often in discus- 
sions of Jensen’s work. A writer in Commonweal, for example, noted that 
Jensen “assigns a good 80 percent of a person’s intelligence to genetic 
factors and a minority 20 percent to environmental influence.”!66 Per- 
haps some misinterpretation was to be expected in the popular journals, 
but scientists have made similar contributions to the confusion. It is not 
unusual to find a biology textbook by university professors explaining 
that “80 percent of our basic intelligence is inherited and. . . the remaining 
20 percent ...determined by our environment” or even a university 
textbook on genetics claiming that “from half to three-fourths of intelli- 
gence is genetically based, the rest environmentally controlled.”!67 Hans 
J. Eysenck, the world-famous researcher who rushed to support Jensen 
during the controversy, explained that “the figure of 80% heritability is 
an average. It does not apply equally to every person in the country. For 
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some people environment may play a much bigger part than is suggested 
by this figure; for others it may be even less.”!68 One social scientist 
called this observation a “priceless howler,”!6° suggesting, as it did, that 
one person's IQ might be, say, 90 percent genetic, while another’s might 
be only 40 percent. A geneticist compared it to “a physicist writing about 
the temperature of a molecule.”!79 Nor was this just a careless choice of 
words on Eysenck’s part. A decade earlier he had noted that for some 
persons “the importance of environment would be very much higher 
{than 20 percent], perhaps as high as 70 or 80 percent.”!7! A decade 
after the Jensen controversy, still involved in the same debate, he contin- 
ued to write that from the 80 percent to 20 percent division of variation 
in IQ between heredity and environment, “it does not follow that these 
proportions would be the same for a given individual.”!72 From a layperson 
such observations might have been amusing; from a scientist of interna- 
tional rank they were astonishing. 

Then, too, heritability is a variable, not a constant, and thus has no 
fixed or “true” value. An estimate of a trait’s heritability is valid only for a 
particular group at a specific time, a still photo of the sources of variation 
among those people at that moment. A moment later the picture could 
change for many reasons. For a group of individuals raised in a rural area 
unaffected by environmental pollution, the heritability of cancer—the 
degree to which individual differences in propensity to develop the 
disease is genetic—would be very high. If, however, the group was 
dispersed, some remaining in the pristine environment and others relocating 
near oil refineries or chemical plants, then the heritability of cancer 
would become very low for these same people; the individual differences 
in their cancer propensity would now be largely due to environmental 
factors. In general, a trait’s heritability for a group of persons increases as 
their environment becomes more uniform and decreases as the environ- 
ment is diversified. Heritability also varies inversely with individuals’ 
genetic similarity: the more genetically homogeneous a group becomes, 
the lower a trait’s heritability is, and the more heterogeneous, the higher 
the heritability. In the theoretically degenerate case of a group in which 
the persons were all genetically identical, the heritability of every trait 
would therefore be zero, since all differences between them would be 
environmental in origin. If a group of genetically distinct individuals was 
raised in an identical environment, then the heritability of every trait 
would be 100 percent, since all variation would necessarily be genetic. 

If the heritability of any trait in a genetically identical group is zero, 
then obviously heritability is not synonymous with genetic causality. The 
number of legs on a human being, for example, is certainly a matter of 
genetic determination, but those individuals with less than two legs are 
generally the result of some kind of environmental intervention, acciden- 


The Controversy over Jensenism 223 


tal or intentional: the prenatal effects of thalidomide, loss of a limb in 
war, surgery to treat a circulation problem, and the like. Since all the 
observed variation is environmental, the heritability of the number of 
legs is zero. This is not as paradoxical as it may sound once it becomes 
clear that the object of study is not the individual value of a trait but 
rather the difference in its value from one person to another. Substituting 
an analysis of these differences for an analysis of the trait means that 
genetically determined traits could yield very low heritability and that 
traits with high heritability could have little genetic cause. Again, however, 
even a leading university textbook on genetics can offer the misleading 
observation that “a trait with a heritability of 0 has no genetic basis.”!73 

Perhaps the most harmful popular misconception was the belief that a 
high heritability “fixed” the value of a trait, setting limitations on the 
possibility for change. According to this thinking, if the heritability of IQ 
was 80 percent, then there was only 20 percent “remaining” for manipu- 
lation, and thus environment could have a very small impact at best. 
Though sounding logical, such reasoning was specious; heritability and 
alterability have little to do with one another. Body weight, for example, 
is a trait with high heritability, but it can be dramatically increased or 
decreased by fast, famine, or gluttony. 

Jensen himself, of course, well understood this distinction, and his 
technical discussions made the point with clarity. In the HER article he 
cited tuberculosis, once a disease with high heritability, as an example of 
a trait for which environmental advances had made genetic factors largely 
irrelevant.!74 (This was a somewhat ironic choice of example since a 
previous generation of scientists had insisted that, precisely because the 
disease had high heritability, only the careful selection of genetic stock 
for parenthood would eventually eliminate it, and some had even opposed 
TB sanatoriums because of their allegedly dysgenic effect.)!75 In a differ- 
ent article, devoted entirely to the meaning of heritability, Jensen noted 
the “troublesome misconception ... that a high heritability necessarily 
means immutability of the trait in question, implying a hopeless fatalism, 
against which some people tend to react emotionally. A heritability index 
simply tells us that in the particular population sampled, for the particu- 
lar measurement obtained, a certain proportion . . . of the total variance 
is attributable to genetic factors.”176 

Having acknowledged such points in theory, however, Jensen seemed 
to feel that they could be ignored as a practical matter. Because IQ 
showed high heritability, he explained in the HER article, “if compensa- 
tory education programs are to have a beneficial effect on achievement, it 
will be through their influence on motivation, values, and other environ- 
mentally conditioned habits that play an important part in scholastic 
performance, rather than through any marked direct influence on intelli- 
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gence per se. The proper evaluation of such programs should therefore be 
sought in their effects on actual scholastic performance rather than in 
how much they raise the child’s IQ.”!77 That is, despite the obligatory 
genuflection toward theoretical possibility, in practice Jensen found no 
hope for intellectual growth; the best that could be expected was to make 
low-IQ children study harder so that their schoolwork would improve 
even though their “intelligence” could not. (The last sentence in Jensen’s 
comment was, again, ironic: having detonated the controversy with his 
opening proclamation of compensatory education’s failure because it had 
not raised IQ scores, he buried much later in the dense text of the article 
the acknowledgment that IQ scores were not, in fact, the proper basis of 
evaluation.) Perhaps Jensen’s frankest observation occurred in response 
to the Harvard geneticist Richard Lewontin, who had raised the issue of 
immutability. After first denying that he had suggested change was 
impossible, Jensen went on to offer an analogy for the attempt to increase 
(black) children’s intelligence: “With all our technological progress in the 
physical sciences since the seventeenth century, we have not yet pro- 
duced the philosopher’s stone that can change base metals into gold. 
Though this was the most highly sought goal of the forerunners of 
modern chemistry, it was abandoned as soon as scientists discovered the 
actual nature of matter.”!78 As Lewontin observed in response, “How 
revealing is rhetoric.”!7® 

In addition to these problems of interpretation, many of the world’s 
leading geneticists have maintained that the entire notion of heritability 
was misguided for such complex human traits as intelligence—that although 
the IQ scores themselves might yield uncomplainingly to behavior genetic 
formulas and computer algorithms, there were just too many unknowns 
in the different models for estimating heritability, too many indefensible 
assumptions necessary to reduce the number of unknowns, and too little 
control over the correlation between genotype and environment for such 
estimates to have any meaning. Otto Kempthorne, a recognized expert in 
biostatistics, claimed, for example, that “ ‘heritability’ does not even exist 
in the human IQ context” and that the controversy over its value was 
therefore “stupid,” an argument “about the magnitude of an imaginary 
number.”!8° The British biologist and Nobel Laureate Sir Peter Medawar 
insisted it was just “not possible... to attach exact percentage figures to 
the contributions of nature and nurture to differences of intellectual 
capacity ... for reasons that seem to be beyond the comprehension of IQ 
psychologists, though they ... have been made clear by a number of the 
world’s foremost geneticists.”!8! These were hardly scientists who could 
be dismissed as radical environmentalists. Both men had been equally 
critical of the claim that there was no genetic causation for mental 
ability—“flat-earthism” Medawar called such an assertion. 
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Even though there was no scarcity of scientists who believed that the 
process had some validity, the plethora of statistical models available for 
estimating the heritability of IQ produced wildly varying results, some- 
times even from two different analyses of the same set of data. In one 
study the researchers acknowledged that the most direct model yielded a 
heritability close to zero, so they changed models to increase the estimate, 
still producing only the modest result of 0.38.!82 The University of Illinois 
psychologist Lloyd Humphreys, another long-time researcher in the field 
and one of Jensen’s strongest supporters, declared that he was “99 
percent confident” that the heritability of IQ was somewhere between 
0.20 and 0.80, a rather trivial conclusion considering that the limits of 
heritability are 0.00 and 1.00.!85 After analyzing data from many differ- 
ent models, the Harvard sociologist Christopher Jencks (now at North- 
western) concluded that the most likely estimate was somewhere between 
0.25 and 0.65. The Yale psychologist Sandra Scarr obtained values 
ranging from 0.11 to 0.53, though various statistical “corrections” pro- 
duced substantial increases. Reanalyses of Jencks’s and Scarr’s data using 
different assumptions resulted in yet lower estimates.!84 Nevertheless, 
Jensen continued to insist that the heritability of IQ was approximately 
0.80. 

Even if all the conceptual flaws and methodological difficulties could 
somehow be overcome, an accurate estimate of the heritability of IQ 
would still be the answer to a nonproblem, an academic triumph with no 
scientific or practical relevance. While the models and the techniques of 
analysis have become increasingly more sophisticated, the major substan- 
tive achievement of the research has been the rather pointless compila- 
tion of a series of heritability estimates from different tests administered 
to different samples, the psychometric equivalent of a butterfly collection. 
Moreover, since heritability has no implications for the possibility of 
change, the bulk of Jensen’s HER article—a detailed discussion of 
heritability—was a non sequitur as an elaboration of its opening asser- 
tion that compensatory education had been tried and had failed. Whether 
compensatory education could produce improvement in children’s cogni- 
tive skills was (and is) an important question, but the value of IQ 
heritability has no bearing on the answer. As Jencks concluded, after 
spending a number of years calculating IQ heritabilities, “Mathematical 
estimates of heritability tell us almost nothing about anything important.”185 
Even Lindon Eaves, one of Jensen’s strongest supporters among genetic 
researchers, complained that his emphasis on estimates of heritability 
was “uninspiring to geneticists and may leave psychologists wondering 
whether genetics contributes anything really useful to the understanding 
of behavior.”!86 

Though Jensen was forced to acknowledge, at least in theory, that 
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high heritability did not preclude improvement, he insisted that it had 
one particularly significant consequence: 


If a number of individuals are all given equal opportunity—the 
same background, the same conditions, and the same amount of 
time—for learning something, they will still differ from one another 
in their rates of learning and consequently in the amount they learn 
per unit of time spent in learning. That is the meaning of heritability. 
It does not say that individuals cannot learn or improve with 
instruction and practice. It says that given equal conditions, individ- 
uals will differ from one another, not because of differences in the 
external conditions but because of differences in the internal envi- 
ronment which is conditioned by genetic factors... it is true that 
heritability has nothing to do with teachability. But was this ever 
really the question? Has anyone questioned the fact that all school- 
children are teachable? The important question has concerned 
differences in teachability—differences both among individuals and 
among sub-groups of the population. And with reference to the 
question of differences, the concept of heritability is indeed a 
relevant and empirically answerable question. ...The degree to 
which equal conditions of teaching or instruction will diminish 
individual differences in achievement is inversely related to the 
heritability.187 


This interpretation, itself debatable (there is nothing in the meaning of 
heritability that prevents the diminution of individual differences as a 
result of environmental changes, especially when those changes provide 
some individuals with the improved conditions already available to others), 
was Jensen’s ultimate answer to those who dismissed the value of 
heritability. Even though it did not exclude environmental improvement, 
he claimed that it did prove the inevitability and the constancy of 
differences: the same individuals would maintain their advantage in 
performance, perhaps even increase it, no matter how much conditions 
were improved for everyone. “Superior” genotypes in one environment 
would remain superior in other environments. A rising tide might elevate 
the level of all boats, but some craft would still be yachts while others 
would remain dinghies. 

The existence of these supposedly invariant differences had important 
policy implications, according to Jensen. Increasing the cognitive skills of 
all students was not society’s real concern, he maintained: 


what most educators, government officials, and writers in the popu- 
lar press who discuss the present problems of education are in fact 
referring to is not primarily dissatisfaction with some absolute level 
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of achievement, but rather with the large group differences in 
educational attainment that show up so conspicuously in our educa- 
tional system—the achievement gaps between the affluent and the 
poor, the lower-class and the middle-class, one race and another, 
the majority and the minority, the urban and the suburban, and so 
on. Educational differences, not absolute level of performance, are 
the main cause of concern. Whether we like to admit it or not, the 
problem of achievement differences today is where the action is, 
where the billions of dollars of educational funds are being poured 
in, where the heat is on, and where the schools are being torn 
apart.188 


If reduction of differences was the real objective, the “billions of dollars” 
were being wasted, according to Jensen’s analysis; science was placed 
squarely against all those fuzzyminded liberals with their idealistic beliefs 
that greater expenditures on education could possibly reduce genetically 
determined inequalities. 


Heritability, Race, and a “Personal Hunch” 


The tempest over the heritability of IQ might have remained confined to 
the academic teapot were it not for Jensen’s comments on race. His 
conclusion, rather tentative sounding at first but soon phrased with less 
reservation, that the difference in average IQ between blacks and whites 
had a genetic basis created the real cause célébre. In fact, this assertion 
was remarkably devoid of any scientific support, resting entirely on the 
high heritability of IQ within each race. “I don't know of any other 
evidence that . . . [the difference between races] is genetic,” Jensen frankly 
admitted.!89 The premise of this argument was certainly arguable: in 
addition to all the problems that beset heritability estimates for the white 
population, the very few studies on blacks have reported lower values, 
generally between 0.2 and 0.5.!9° The more serious weakness, however, 
was in Jensen’s logic. The heritability of a trait within two groups bears 
no necessary relationship to the heritability of the difference between 
them. It is easily possible for the former to be 1.0 while the latter is 0.0. 
The heritability of lung cancer, for example, is probably close to 1.0 for 
both heavy smokers and nonsmokers, but the difference in lung cancer 
rates between them, almost totally due to the effect of tobacco, has a 
heritability close to 0.0. 

This fundamental error in logic was pointed out by numerous critics, 
who offered one example after another of similar group differences in 
highly heritable traits due to environment.!9! Acknowledging the valid- 
ity of this point, Jensen nevertheless insisted that within group heritabilities 
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had a probabilistic, if not necessary, relationship to a genetic basis for 
group differences; the latter became “a priori” more likely, “more plausible,” 
as the former increased.!92 There was no logical basis for this assertion 
either; it was just as likely, a priori, that two such groups were genetically 
similar but experienced environments systematically differing in some 
factor of critical importance for the trait in question. As an example of his 
contention, Jensen often cited the height of Watusis and Pygmies, a trait 
with high heritability within each population and a genetic explanation 
for the difference between them. Pointing out the numerous environmen- 
tal differences between these two groups, he noted that, nevertheless, no 
one had seriously proffered a nongenetic rationale for the difference in 
their heights because “no one emotionally needs to believe that differ- 
ences in height are not inborn.”!93 This illustration was not even remotely 
similar to the IQ controversy, though; the environmental differences 
between Watusis and Pygmies bore no demonstrated relevance to the 
trait in question, and there was no overlap in their heights—the tallest 
Pygmy is considerably shorter than the shortest Watusi. Even if there had 
been greater similarity to the IQ trait, it would have been merely one 
specific instance in which high within group heritability was conjoined to 
a heritable difference. A single such example, purposefully selected to 
illustrate this co-occurrence, would hardly provide the basis for a generali- 
zation to other traits, especially when there was abundant documenta- 
tion of empirical examples indicating a different result. 

To bolster his position, Jensen frequently cited the agreement of other 
“eminent” authorities. In a typical passage he wrote that “the fact of the 
high heritability of IQ, therefore, makes it a very reasonable and likely 
hypothesis that genetic factors are involved in the Negro-white difference. 
No geneticist to my knowledge has argued otherwise.”194 Although scientific 
conclusions are not reached by referendum, if one claims to be supported 
by a show of hands, it is important to count correctly. The fact was that 
almost no geneticist agreed with the above statement. Jensen’s strongest 
supporter among internationally known geneticists was probably Lindon 
Eaves, a professor at the University of Birmingham in England. Although 
Eaves praised Jensen for a “facility with the literature which is shared by 
few of his critics,” he was 


disturbed by the impression that, whatever Jensen may say to the 
contrary, he still believes that generalizations from conclusions 
within populations are helpful and justified. He alludes... to... an 
[sic] monotonic increasing relationship between the heritabilities of 
a trait “within” and “between” populations. For analytical purposes 
this can be little more than wishful thinking. ... We may conceive, 
with equal justification, of models which would predict the reverse 
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relationship, and indeed, the real world may behave as if there 
were no relationship at all. Since there are no means for discriminat- 
ing between such models at the moment the choice still remains a 
matter of opinion rather than knowledge.!95 


At one point in the controversy Jensen claimed a new source of 
support for his contention. A reprint of the HER article added an allusion 
to recent work by John De Fries, a geneticist at the University of Colo- 
rado who had proven, according to Jensen, the existence of “a definite 
increasing monotonic relationship” between heritability within groups 
and between groups.!96 If this had been true, Jensen’s position would 
have been strengthened immeasurably. When the De Fries formulation 
was eventually published, however, the between groups heritability was 
a function of within groups only when the genetic difference between the 
groups was already known; that is, the formula demanded prior knowl- 
edge of the very conclusion that Jensen wished to extract from it. De 
Fries himself made this point unambiguously in a symposium in which 
Jensen was also a participant: “since no valid estimate of r [the measure 
of genetic difference between groups] exists for IQ data, it is impossible 
to choose a particular value of h?; [the between groups heritability] at 
this time. Nevertheless it is abundantly clear . . . that a high within-racial 
heritability by no means implies a highly heritable racial difference.”!97 
Seemingly unable to relinquish his misconception, Jensen reacted to this 
statement by congratulating De Fries for putting “an end to the mistaken 
notion that there is no connection whatever between within group and 
between group heritability.” Repeating that he had just demonstrated 
“that the heritability of between group means may be very low, in spite 
of a high within group heritability,” an apparently chagrined DeFries 
observed that “it appears that Professor Jensen now agrees with this 
conclusion” (emphasis added).!98 

Eventually Jensen was forced to admit that there was “no necessary or 
logical connection between WGH [within group heritability] and BGH 
[between group heritability],” but even this concession was accompanied 
by the testy observation that it “affords considerable comfort to those 
who wish to avoid seeking a scientific explanation of the white-black 
differences in IQ”;!99 apparently there were emotional needs on both 
sides of this debate. Moreover, when it became no longer tenable to 
maintain that any geneticist supported his position, Jensen began to 
imply, Carleton-Putnam style, that they were reluctant to admit the 
truth. Because race was the “touchiest” topic, he wrote, leading experts 
would just not publicly acknowledge “the carefully considered scientific 
views that they would express in private discussions.”200 

Jensen did offer one other argument for a genetic difference in IQ 
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between races, based not on any evidence in support of the hypothesis 
but on an attempt at proof by default, employing the Holmesian adage 
that when the impossible has been eliminated, whatever remains, no 
matter how improbable, must be true. He thus devoted a considerable 
amount of attention to the systematic investigation and subsequent rejec- 
tion of environmental hypotheses. When each simplistic variable—socio- 
economic status, income, unemployment, and so forth—proved inade- 
quate to account for the racial difference in IQ, Jensen concluded 
that in this case “whatever remains” was genes.29! (His level of sensitivity 
to environmental differences between the races was suggested by the 
statement to an Australian audience that there was no “cultural dif- 
ference” between blacks and whites in the United States.)202 A genetic 
explanation thus became the repository of scientific failure, a substi- 
tute for an admission of ignorance, much as the ancients had ascribed 
all phenomena not otherwise fathomable to the influence of various 
deities. As one critic remarked, a genetic attribution on such grounds 
“was not merely made in ignorance but... was explicitly based on 
ignorance. 298 

Though Jensen’s evidence for the genetic hypothesis was largely 
irrelevant, there were more appropriate methods to study the question. 
While it would still not be possible to control all the important variables, 
one approximation to scientific rigor would be an investigation of black 
children adopted into white homes. Such a “controlled program of adoption” 
had been proposed by Shockley in his 1965 interview with U.S. News 
and World Report. In The Genetics of Human Populations, probably the 
most authoritative text on the subject, the geneticists L. L. Cavalli-Sforza 
and W. F. Bodmer had also recommended this method as the most 
adequate attempt, though they acknowledged that it would still not be 
able to eliminate the effects of prejudice.294 Jensen himself had even 
encouraged such a study in his discussion of an earlier finding that white 
children whose mothers had an average IQ of 85 developed an average 
IQ of 106 when adopted into “superior” foster homes. At the time he was 
concerned about the “illegitimate use” of this study that might suggest a 
similar gain could take place for black children placed in superior adop- 
tive environments. This was “an incorrect prediction,” Jensen had explained, 
because the white children had “regressed” upward toward their mean of 
100 even without the influence of the foster home, whereas black chil- 
dren would derive no benefit from a regression toward their mean, which 
was only 85. (Regression is the statistical tendency for a child’s measure- 
ment to be closer than the parent’s to the population average.) He did, 
however, believe that a parallel study using black children would be 
“relevant and informative.”295 A few years later the psychologists Sandra 
Scarr and Richard Weinberg conducted such a study, finding that black 
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children adopted by middle-class white families also obtained an average 
IQ of 106. This was indeed a relevant and informative result.206 

Another appropriate method of research was the study of persons 
varying in known degrees of racial hybridity. A number of such investiga- 
tions had already been conducted prior to the Jensen controversy but had 
not provided any evidence of a detectable genetic difference between 
races. One study had considered the IQs of children fathered by U.S. 
servicemen and born to unwed German women just after World War II. 
The average IQ of children with black fathers was virtually identical with 
the averagé IQ of children with white fathers even when the two groups 
were matched for age, sex, socioeconomic status, and other social variables. 
Another study of black subjects had found no relationship between 
measures of ability and the presence of blood-group genes more charac- 
teristic of white populations. Other studies of black children with excep- 
tionally high IQs had disclosed no evidence of greater white ancestry 
than in the black population in general.2°? Sometime after Jensen’s 
involvement the most sophisticated study of this type was conducted, 
again by Scarr and her associates. Based on a number of genetic blood- 
group markers, estimates of Caucasian admixture were derived for a 
large sample of black public school students. These estimates showed no 
association with any of four cognitive tests or with the value of g extracted 
from them; that is, there was zero correlation between the degree of 
Caucasian admixture and measures of intellectual ability.208 (This was 
essentially a study that Shockley had encouraged for sometime, though in 
typically sensational style he had publicly requested blood samples from 
prominent blacks like Roy Wilkins. If their “mental performance was 
independent of Caucasian ancestry,” Shockley had announced, “then 
this new fact would go far towards convincing...me that American 
Negro disadvantages are primarily due to prejudice rather than to genetic 
causes.”209 Nevertheless, his belief in blacks’ intellectual inferiority did 
not change one iota after Scarr’s study.) 

Jensen’s only comment on the cross-racial adoption study and all the 
studies of racial hybridity except for Scarr’s, which had not been completed, 
was that their “major findings . .. generally come out in the direction one 
should expect from a genetic hypothesis,” though he offered no details to 
support this seemingly inaccurate summary.210 He was subsequently 
invited to contribute a commentary to a collection of Scarr’s works that 
included the above studies on race and intelligence. Scarr had been an 
outspoken exponent of the importance of heritability estimates for IQ, 
and Jensen could hardly dismiss her as one of his “ideological” opponents. 
Indeed, she had been prepared to publish a conclusion of genetic differ- 
ence between the races if the data so indicated.2!! His commentary on 
the adoption study explained that “the IQ gain that is claimed” (emphasis 
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added) had nothing to do with the adoptive environment since, in this 
case, the black children were a select group with more high-IQ genes to 
begin with; many of them, Jensen noted, were interracial children, 
“predominantly Caucasian, genetically speaking.” Having offered this 
interpretation of the adoption study, naturally he was unconvinced by 
Scarr’s research on intelligence and blacks’ degree of Caucasian admixture. 
Jensen’s criticism of the latter work insisted that the Raven’s Matrices, 
one of the cognitive tests administered to Scarr’s subjects, was a better 
measure of intelligence than was the value of g derived from the 
mathematical, factor analytic approach.2!2 The flood of articles he had 
produced in support of the latter as the true definition of intelligence now 
seemed less important than the fact that the Raven showed a slightly 
higher relationship to Caucasian admixture (though still not significantly 
different from zero) than either the factor analytic definition of intelli- 
gence or any of the other cognitive tests. Jensen’s refutation of Scarr’s 
clear results was thus attained only by completely contradicting a central 
tenet of his own work. 

Over a decade after the HER article Jensen acknowledged that there 
was, in fact, no scientific evidence for a genetic basis to racial differences 
in IQ, but he still supported the hypothesis based on “my personal hunch, 
which is really of no general scientific importance.” Despite this frank 
admission, he was “shocked” when Scarr, as a result of her own research, 
advocated the “reeducation of school personnel ...on... the elimination 
of any lingering suspicion about genetic racial difference in I1Q.”215 Jensen 
opposed such advocacy, still believing it appropriate to encourage teachers 
to entertain a hypothesis of questionable value to black students and 
certain to be personally insulting to them. 

Perhaps the most instructive aspect of the scientific debate over 
Jensenism was its striking similarity to the debates carried on throughout 
the previous sixty years. The methods of data analysis had become 
increasingly sophisticated, but the issues and the responses to them had 
remained exactly the same: whether intelligence was unidimensional or 
multidimensional; to what extent individual differences in intelligence 
were “due to” genes; and whether there were genetic differences between 
races and ethnic groups. If the history of the scientific controversy in this 
field were a film played continuously in a movie theater, at a certain 
point one would say, “This is where I came in,” and get up and leave. 

Of course, just as in the past, the scientific controversy over Jensenism 
was largely a surrogate for other concerns, whose true nature was typi- 
cally revealed not by Jensen’s critics but by his supporters. Those scien- 
tists who still believed that biology was the route to social improvement 
quickly saw the merit in Jensen’s work. For example, R. A. McConnell, a 
biophysicist at the University of Pittsburgh, hailed the HER article as the 
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most important paper in psychology since Pavlov and Freud. In a state- 
ment that did little to inspire confidence in the review processes of 
scientific journals McConnell described the “new revolutionary fact 
(equivalent to nuclear fission) that . . . intelligence is determined 80% by 
heredity and 20% by environment.” Then he explained the implications 
of this “fact”: differences between people could not be eliminated 
“regardless of how much money is spent for preschool training, improved 
teaching, unlimited university admissions, subsidized rent in suburban 
communities and guaranteed annual incomes.” The only real solution, 
wrote McConnell, was eugenic, and he offered a “homely example” of 
the consequent principle that should inform national policy: “Suppose a 
farmer had a herd of cows that was too big for his pasture. Would he 
reduce the herd randomly or would he remove the less fit?’”’2!4 The most 
important paper since Pavlov and Freud left little doubt how the less fit 
would be determined—or who they would be. 


Jensen’s Scientific Allies 


While a number of scientists found some merit to Jensen’s concern with 
heritability, very few, aside from the avowed segregationists, agreed with 
his position on racial differences. It was not so much that they dismissed 
any possibility of genetic difference in IQ between blacks and whites but 
that they distinguished between this possibility and the irrelevance of 
Jensen’s argument. Only two well-known researchers rushed to support 
him on the racial issue, and both were clearly more interested in pointing 
out the sociopolitical implications of blacks’ inferiority than in quibbling 
over the validity of the evidence. 


Cooperating with Nature 


Fastest to take Jensen’s side was his former mentor, the English psychol 
gist Hans J. Eysenck, the author of hundreds of articles and dozens of 
books and a man with a marked preference for hereditarian explanations. 
For example, when research showed delinquent behavior was more 
frequent among children from “broken homes,” Eysenck interpreted the 
correlation to = the result of a heritable trait that caused both separation 
of the parents and criminal behavior in their children; that is, people who 
obfain divorces were more tikely t6 carry génes for crminality.215 Almost 
twenty years after the surgeorr general trad aiithorized the placement of 
health warnings on cigarette packs, Eysenck was still maintaining—in 
work funded by R. J. Reynolds and the Tobacco Research Council—that 
tobacco-related diseases were really genetic and that smokers were mor 
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susceptible to them because the tendencies to smoke and to develop the 
illnesses were both the result of hereditary predisposition.2!6 

Eysenck also had a long history of obsession with the deleterious 
consequences of disproportionate proliferation of the inferior. In 1948 he 
had predicted that at the current rate of loss in the population’s average 
IQ, in fifty years “it is doubtful if civilization as we know it could 
survive.”217 By 1978, about half the way to the onset of this catastrophe, 
Eysenck’s fears of general social decline had been replaced by a more spe- 
cific genetic threat: if the average IQ in England “were to sink to that char- 
acteristic of American Negroes, then not only would our living standard 
sink dramatically, but widespread famine would kill off many millions.”218 

Often embroiled in controversy, Eysenck was a furious rival, seem- 
ingly determined to win every argument, by underhanded tactics if 
necessary. Yet at the same time he would accuse opponents of his own 
worst practices and issue sanctimonious calls for a pristine level of 
debate. He complained, for example, of smear tactics in the IQ controversy. 
According to Eysenck, those who had called attention to the genetic role 
in racial differences “have been accused of following in the steps of 
Hitler,...an absurd attempt to establish guilt by association.” But 
incredibly, only two paragraphs earlier in the same publication he him- 
self had written that Robert Peckham, the federal district court judge in 
San Francisco who had enjoined the use of standard IQ tests for the 
placement of black children in classes for the mentally retarded, had 
“achieved immortality by joining Stalin and Hitler in banning IQ tests.”219 

In the controversy over heritability and race Eysenck became Jensen’s 
dark doppelganger. In contrast with Jensen’s cautious scientific state- 
ments and vague hints of dire implications, Eysenck’s assertions left little 
to inference. Where Jensen had emphasized the importance of genetic 
factors, Eysenck insisted that “the whole course of development of a 
child’s intellectual capabilities is largely laid down genetically.”22° Where 
Jensen had concluded that compensatory education had not raised 
intelligence, Eysenck proclaimed that not only were compensatory pro- 
grams “a lost cause” but also all those other “Left-wing” solutions—“Better 
Schools, Smaller Classes and More Teachers’—were hopeless in the face 
of genetic determinism. In fact, he noted, the American educational 
system had already “compensated up to a point for the innate lower 
ability of the blacks,” and presumably their saturation level had been 
reached.22! Where Jensen was usually careful to comment only on differ- 
ences in IQ scores, Eysenck abandoned even this minimal subtlety, 
referring to different groups genetic “superiority” or “inferiority.”222 
Where Jensen had enough sense to say little about integration, Eysenck 
claimed to support it but then offered lurid stories of how even voluntary, 
indeed “exemplary,” integration programs had only produced ghetto 
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behavior among middle-class students—shakedowns, dope-peddling, and 
sexual assault, with rape occurring on the floor in public while passing 
students nonchalantly ignored the victim’s screams for assistance.223 

Eysenck first entered the controversy when he published The IQ 
Argument —issued as Race, Intelligence and Education in England, 
where it was publicly disavowed by “the entire editorial staff” of its 
London publisher224—a book produced in such a hurry that it lacked an 
index and offered no references in the text, both extraordinary omissions 
in a scientific work. (A brief bibliography was appended, but since it was 
not keyed to the text, it was of little assistance in tracking down the basis 
for specific statements.) But then the book did not appear to be intended 
for the scientific community. Its superficial treatment of the issues and its 
breezy popular tone seemed aimed at the larger public in an attempt to 
influence popular opinion—an extremely offensive attempt, made all the 
more so by its levity. 

Eysenck began The IO Argument by relating a personal anecdote: 


I was boxing for my College when one evening our coach came to 
me and said that I was fighting a Negro. “Watch it,” he said, “these 
niggers have heads made of iron. Never punch him on the chin. Go 
for the midriff.” “Oh yes!” I thought, “there goes Mr. Racial Prejudice. 
I’ve heard of these stereotypes; you'd be a fool to believe in that sort 
of nonsense.” . .. However, I said nothing, and went into the fight 
without paying much heed to the warning. Nothing happened in 
the first round, but in the second my opponent dropped his guard 
for a second, and | hit him on the chin with one of the best blows I 
ever managed. ... He hardly blinked an eye but my hand seemed to 
explode. For a moment I thought I had broken a bone.?25 


The point to this inflammatory opening gambit was apparently to suggest 
that automatic rejection of a stereotype was no more logical than unthink- 
ing acceptance. But the medium was probably the message to most 
readers, a message that was repeated only two pages later when Eysenck 
emphasized that scientific neutrality was an especially important require- 
ment in the present case since opinions on race were associated with 
political attitudes: conservative psychologists were more likely to be 
“racialist,” even on purely scientific issues, he noted, while liberals were 
more likely to be “nigger-loving.” Though Eysenck placed both epithets in 
quotations marks, suggesting they were terms used by others, it was hard 
not to wince at the latter characterization. If this were not enough, he 
later illustrated the experimental-design difficulties in research on racial 
differences by reciting a racist limerick. In real life, Eysenck observed, it 
was not possible to find “the happy outcome attending the well known 
Miss Starkey, who foolishly married a darkie; the two for their sins, had 
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three pairs of twins, one white, one black, and one khaki.”226 If a neutral 
attitude was the first requirement of science, it appeared that Eysenck 
had just flunked his own test. 

Much of The IQ Argument was just a verbatim repetition of others’ 
work—usually Jensen’ss—with lengthy quotes extending over several 
pages so that it was sometimes difficult to distinguish Eysenck’s words 
from those of an original author.22”? The book’s one new contribution to 
the scientific debate was Eysenck’s pseudo-Darwinian explanation for 
the existence of racial differences in IQ. He suggested that a number of 
historic circumstances had produced an American black population selected 
by criteria that had depleted their gene pool of “high-IQ genes.” First of 
all, the “brighter” Africans had used their “higher intelligence to escape 
(the slavers], so that it was mostly the duller ones who got caught.” Then, 
too, many Africans had been sold into slavery by their own tribal chiefs, 
who, according to Eysenck, “got rid of their less intelligent followers.” In 
addition, he claimed, even in America “natural selection” continued to 
reduce black IQ as slaveowners systematically eliminated “uppity” blacks, 
who naturally would also have been the more intelligent ones. (Either 
Eysenck did not use intelligence in Jensen's technical sense, which the 
public did not understand, or African chiefs and slaveowners had antici- 
pated the nature of g many years before science.) As further evidence 
that an ethnic subgroup might differ substantially from its parent population, 
Eysenck referred to the “known” fact that Americans of Italian, Spanish, 
Portuguese, and Greek extraction had descended from immigrants “less 
able, less intelligent” than the original populations in the countries of 
their birth. Finally, perhaps to ensure that no one was left unoffended, he 
claimed the opposite tendency to have affected the Irish for centuries— 
because their most able citizens had been attracted to foreign countries, 
“we might expect a distinctly lower IQ level among the remaining.” 
Triumphantly, he concluded that the “facts seem to confirm these 
hypotheses; Macnamara found the Irish to have IQ’s which were not very 
different from those observed in American Negroes.”228 (Actually, John 
Macnamara, an Irish psychologist, had studied only Irish children who 
spoke English at home but were taught in Gaelic in the schools and had 
found that they obtained an average IQ score of 75 on a test administered 
in English. )229 

The only data Eysenck cited of actual relevance to a genetic difference 
between races came from a study of Australian Aboriginal children. 
Marion de Lemos had administered a set of Piagetian tests of “conserva- 
tion,” widely accepted by developmental psychologists as marking the 
beginning of logical thought, to two groups of children—one from Elcho 
Island, an isolated area that had had very little contact with Europeans, 
and one from Hermannsburg, an area that had enjoyed much closer 
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contact with Europeans, who had been there for almost a century. (The 
term conservation refers to the realization that an object’s weight, volume, 
or quantity is not affected, that is, is “conserved,” by a change in its 
shape. In a typical test of this sort two identical glasses are filled with the 
same amount of sugar. The sugar from one of these is then poured 
successively into a long thin glass, a short wide glass, and four small 
glasses to see if the child realized that the amount of sugar remained 
invariant.) In the Hermannsburg group some children were “full-blooded” 
Aborigines and others, with one European great-grandparent, were seven- 
eighths Aborigine, though all of them formed a single community and 
attended the same school; children in the Elcho group were all full 
Aborigines.280 

In his description of this study Eysenck referred only to the data from 
Hermannsburg, reporting that the part-Aboriginal children had performed 
better on the tests than the full-blooded ones had and concluding that 
even less than 15 percent white ancestry had produced some substantial 
differences in intellectual potential. This result was, he wrote, “a prop 
which environmentalists will find difficult to dislodge,” and, indeed, it 
might have been, had his summary been accurate.23! When the Elcho 
“full” children, whom Eysenck had never mentioned, were compared 
with the Hermannsburg part-Aboriginals, however, the differences almost 
all disappeared. Shortly after this summary by Eysenck, Jensen gave 
essentially the same description of the de Lemos study, also omitting any 
reference to the existence of the Elcho group; in addition, he reproduced 
a chart from de Lemos, comparing part- and full-Aboriginals, but from 
the chart’s original title the words Hermannsburg Group had been 
carefully excised.232 The most likely reason for the difference between 
the two Hermannsburg groups was a different distribution of ages for 
each group—older children would, of course, be more likely to pass a 
given test—though de Lemos did not present the data in sufficient detail 
to investigate this possibility. A replication of this study conducted a short 
time later, however, ensured that the number of children at each age was 
the same for part- and full-Aboriginal, and not a single difference was 
found.233 Eysenck never mentioned the study again. 

The IQ Argument concluded with a lengthy attack on compensatory 
education as “political playthings,” whose abolition would be some kind 
of favor for black children. Eysenck did acknowledge some moral respon- 
sibility to blacks on society’s part, but he insisted the real problem, the 
obstacle to translating these benevolent desires into action, was some 
small remaining measure of scientific doubt concerning the genetic inferi- 
ority of blacks; there was “good (though not conclusive)” evidence on the 
matter. What was really needed to repay the moral debt to blacks for 
their centuries of oppression was greater certainty of their genetic 
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disadvantage; only this realization would make effective action possible. 
Eysenck consequently called upon society to give top priority to expending 
funds where it would really count—not for compensatory education, 
which would “only do a disservice to those truly eager to advance the 
status of the Negro race,” but for increased research budgets to clinch the 
case for their genetic inferiority.234 

Though Eysenck did not elaborate on exactly how convincing proof of 
their inferiority would help blacks, it was possible to infer the answer 
from his next book. In The Inequality of Man he explained on the very 
first page that it was written to provide scientific information relevant to 
“political objectives, such as... the creation of communities in which 
human equality is achieved to a much greater extent than is true of our 
present societies.” Some two hundred and sixty pages later Eysenck 
concluded that this goal was chimerical because of “man’s . . . genetically 
determined inequality.” Biological limits set by nature, he wrote, had 
produced unavoidable consequences for “our whole thinking about society, 
about politics and about education,” and “attempts to disregard her laws 
and get our way against her opposition are doomed to failure.”255 

Eysenck’s discussion of nature’s limits came perilously close to suggesting 
that political inequality was one of their unavoidable consequences. He 
strongly recommended an essay written in 1890 by Thomas H. Huxley as 
“a shrewdly aimed counterblast” to the egalitarians of the time. Huxley’s 
position, which Eysenck quoted with great praise, was that “before 
drawing [a] sharp line of demarcation between natural and political 
inequality, might it not be as well to inquire whether they are not 
intimately connected, in such a manner that the latter is essentially a 
consequence of the former?’236 Though Eysenck did not mention it, 
Huxley’s “counterblast” had gone on not only to answer this question in 
the affirmative but also to proclaim that science supported Aristotle over 
Rousseau: “Born slave” was closer to biological truth than “born free.” 
Especially incompatible with biological inequality was universal suffrage, 
which Huxley termed the absurd theory that “while every trade, business 
or profession requires theoretical training and practical skill, and would 
go to the dogs if those who carry them on were appointed by the majority 
of votes of people who know nothing about it and little about them—the 
management of the affairs of society will be perfectly successful, if only 
the people who may be trusted to know nothing, will vote into office the 
people who may be trusted to do nothing.”237 Because Mendelian principles 
had not yet been discovered, Eysenck remarked that Huxley’s arguments 
were not as strong as they might have been, apparently suggesting that 
contemporary scientific knowledge should further strengthen the linkage 
between biological and political inequality. 

Despite Huxley’s “shrewd aim,” Eysenck knew that by the 1970s 
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nature was no longer an acceptable basis for depriving people of political 
rights, and he found it necessary to redirect the implications of nature’s 
limits. “Status,” he explained—social inequality if not political—was 
now the inevitable consequence of biological inequality: “genetic factors 
predetermine some people to be capable of being educated to carry out 
complex and difficult jobs, while they predetermine other people to be 
incapable of being so educated.” One might worry that the latter group 
would be unsatisfied with their genetically determined lot, frustrated by 
the unappealing work available to them, and perhaps even jealous of the 
more enviable occupations of their biological betters. Fortunately, he 
wrote, genetic determinism encompassed much more than just abilities; 
it also meant that “different people have different personalities, different 
temperaments, which suit them to different types of jobs.” According to 
Eysenck, work generally considered hard and dirty, like coal mining or 
assembly lines, was described in such terms only by writers, whose own 
personalities would make such jobs unpalatable. Happily, he maintained, 
the people in the mines and on the assembly lines actually liked their 
work.238 Science had finally proven Plato right after all, wrote Eysenck: 
to achieve true harmony society only had to “scrutinise each child to see 
what metal had gone to his making, and then allocate or promote him 
accordingly.”239 Scientific confirmation of their inferiority would apparently 
assist blacks by ensuring their placement in social and occupational roles 
appropriate to both their ability and their personality. 


“A Living Museum” 


The other well-known scientist to rally to Jensen’s side on the racial issue 
was Raymond B. Cattell, a distinguished research psychologist and author 
of over thirty books and hundreds of articles spanning such diverse fields 
as personality theory, sociocultural differences, and statistical methodology. 
Born in England in 1905, he was the only researcher still active in the 
1970s who had been prominently involved in eugenics’ ancien régime. In 
the 1930s, with due acknowledgments to the pioneering work of the 
Nazi ideologue Hans Giinther and even Count Joseph Arthur de Gobineau, 
Cattell offered the standard eugenical characterization of the European 
races as the key to understanding all history and politics: Nordics were 
“the most highly evolved in intelligence and stability of temperament,” 
domineering “men of genius” who tended by nature to rule others; 
Alpines disliked individuality and enterprise and had “no urge to the 
noble and heroic”; Mediterraneans were vain, gregarious, and unassertive, 
tending naturally to be conquered or enslaved.24° 

Like his predecessors Francis Galton and Herbert Spencer, Cattell 
wished to see the evolutionary dynamic become the basis “for a new and 
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nobler structure of scientifically founded religion.”241 Morality would 
thus become “a branch of natural science,” not derived from a specula- 
tive rationalism or some mystical inner consciousness but “discovered by 
an examination of nature”242 and “calculated according to the facts and 
principles supplied” by science. Since higher levels of evolution had been 
scientifically proven to be the goal toward which all living organisms 
strived, this “true aim of life” would also be the “end and aim of all moral 
laws” and thus the basis for their derivation. Because evolution was 
“assured only by our co-operating with Nature in its vigilant and ruthless 
elimination of the less fit,” however, Cattell recognized that the moral 
laws derived from such a goal “are apparently the exact opposite of those 
which religion and humanity have bred into our bones.” He attained a 
partial resolution of this apparent paradox by the claim that natural 
selection acted chiefly on racial groups rather than on individuals, and 
the racially collective nature of the evolutionary struggle could thus 
justify “altruistic modes of behavior that are at first sight biologically 
perverse.” That is, qualities like “sympathy, unselfishness, self-sacrifice, 
and the capacity for enthusiastic co-operation” were morally sound only 
when employed to help one’s own race survive and flourish.243 Any 
attempt to extend intra-racial kindnesses to people of an “alien” race was 
“an abominable state of affairs,” Cattell warned, which would only 
destroy the competitive process necessary to determine which races and 
cultures were biologically superior and fit to survive.244 

Since race was the basic unit of evolutionary progress, the first law of 
scientific morality was that there be “no mixture of bloods between racial 
groups.” “In a pure race,” Cattell explained “the inheritance of impulses 
in each individual is bound to be well balanced. The innate forces which 
are the innate material of character-building must have reached a certain 
compatibility and potential power of good integration. If two such races 
inter-breed, the resulting re-shuffling of impulses and psychic forces 
throws together in each individual a number of items which may or may 
not be compatible and capable of being organized into a stable unit.”245 
In keeping with this scientific gobbledygook, “hybrids,” he claimed, were 
inferior to either parent race, were “frequently positively vicious,” were 
subject to anatomical and glandular disharmonies causing decreased 
fertility, “exaggerated growth ... and... disproportionately large extrem- 
ities,” and suffered from “seriously defective .. . intellectual and moral 
development, .. . a fundamental lack of harmony in their character, an 
abnormal liability to moral conflict and disorder.” As an example of such 
disorders, Cattell cited “the unstable governments” of the Celtic and 
eastern European peoples, which were a consequence of their mixed, 
mainly Alpine-Mediterranean blood.246 

Not only was interbreeding forbidden by evolutionary morality, but 
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races had to be physically separated from each other. In a racially 
heterogeneous nation, Cattell pointed out, both the fit and the unfit 
elements were “linked up to sink or swim together,” a situation that could 
result in “parasitism” when a racial group of lesser ability unfairly obtained 
the advantages produced by a superior group. To remove this obstacle to 
evolutionary progress, it was necessary to impose racial order; groups had 
to be “composed entirely of their own types,” a goal attained through 
deliberate racial surgery, ranging from “minor pruning of present national 
groups” to complete “reconstruction.” In the United States, he noted, this 
meant total segregation for blacks within their own state. The European 
race, however, had to beware of the Jews, a non-European, introverted 
race marked by cautiousness, tenacity of purpose, and “a crafty spirit of 
calculation.” Though the Jews were frequently accused of “cowardice, 
treason and avarice,” the more serious problem caused by their presence, 
according to Cattell, was the “feeling of strangeness” that a European 
experienced “in regard to these intruders’—an innate sense of racial 
distance. “Hatred and abhorrence .. . for the Jewish practice of living in 
other nations instead of forming an independent, self-sustained group of 
their own” he regarded as the natural response to those who refused “to 
play the game” correctly. Only “would-be intellectuals,” unable to appre- 
ciate the biological roots of such sentiments, foolishly branded them 
“prejudice. 247 

Cattell’s greatest ire, however, was reserved for the “race-slumpers,” 
those misguided souls who believed that positions and privileges should 
be awarded on individual merit regardless of racial background. Such 
people did not understand, he wrote, that “to treat alien individuals as if 
they belonged to the same race, simply because their intelligence is on 
the same high or low level, is a mistake, for constitutional differences of 
greater importance are being overlooked.” These differences in ways of 
thinking, artistic and cultural ideals, and religious preferences—all rooted 
in race—were so great, according to Cattell, that an individual had a 
closer resemblance to every other person “from his own stem” than to 
any person of another race. Even art Cattell found rooted in the racial 
temperament, and, concerned that “certain new forms of art” introduced 
by Jews would not be “intrinsically satisfying” to the English, he warned 
his compatriots that art from Germany was more racially appropriate, 
“more in the direct line of our native temperamental strivings.” An 
intelligent Englishman, he concluded, was naturally “more at one” with 
the less-capable members of his own race than with a Jew who was his 
intellectual equal; nor “could a less gifted Scot be replaced by an advanced 
member of the negro race.”248 For Cattell race was always the primary 
consideration. 

The rigid separation of races would make it possible to attain the goal 
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of evolutionary morality: the displacement, even extermination, of back- 
ward races by their superiors. There were inevitable instances, Cattell 
observed, “where it is time to call a halt to a certain line of evolution.” In 
the past, he noted, “surgical operation of lopping off the backward 
branches of the tree of mankind was done violently and without an 
anesthetic. The American Indians, the Australian Blacks, the Maoris, the 
negroes were driven with bloodshed from their lands, as blindly uncon- 
scious of the biological rationality of that destiny as were their oppressors.” 
However, he explained, in a more enlightened present the same ends 
could be achieved by more sensitive, if no less deliberate, means: by 
birth-control regulation, by sterilization, “and by life in adapted reserves 
and asylums, must the races which have served their turn be brought to 
euthanasia.”249 As a result of their “smaller skull capacity, . . . as racially 
characteristic as the greater projection of .. . [the] heel at the other end 
of the skeleton,” Cattell found blacks to be a naturally inferior group, 
who, for all their “endearing qualities of humour and religiosity,” had 
“contributed practically nothing to social progress and culture.”25° In 
such clearly established cases, where there was no hope for improvement, 
the highest moral considerations dictated that the “more intelligent and 
alert peoples” should systematically eliminate the “backward” races.”25! 
While waiting for the inevitable to occur, the advanced countries with 
their superior races deserved to take over the less advanced ones and 
confiscate their territory. “By evolutionary morals,” Cattell observed, 
shortly after Mussolini invaded North Africa, “the substitution of Italian 
culture for Abyssinian culture is good.”252 (No doubt, the substitution of 
Nordic culture would have been better.) In fact, he wrote, national 
expansion should be “proportional” to national progress, and the most 
progressive country—the one that was first to adopt eugenic measures 
officially—had “every prospect of inheriting the earth.”258 The Third 
Reich would soon act on the same assumption. 

Much to Cattell’s dismay, however, none of the major ideological 
influences—journalists, authors, historians, educators, philosophers—was 
able to understand or appreciate evolutionary morality, and politicians, 
in particular, he complained, only wished to “debate” instead of “calculate,” 
the skill truly needed by those who would direct society. Only scientists 
could calculate, and the society therefore had to turn to them for true 
political wisdom; their introduction to a significant role in the government, 
Cattell wrote, “is seen to be of the first importance.” It was not just any 
researcher to whom the future could be entrusted, though—it certainly 
could not be applied scientists, who were busy with the “superficial 
progress” of “minor improvements” in air travel and electronic communi- 
cation; only biologists and psychologists were capable of the really impor- 
tant calculations. Organized as a “House of Scientists” in Cattell’s plan, 
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they would provide the basic data for the implementation of evolutionary 
morality: a precise, numerical assessment of each person’s worth so an 
appropriate number of allowable offspring could be assigned; the charac- 
teristics on which this worth was based; what privileges or restrictions 
were appropriate; and methods “to restrict the electorate” to those capable 
of voting intelligently.254 Their calculations would thus replace that 
“moribund morality,” which believed in the equal treatment of persons 
with patently unequal value, with the morality of science. Although the 
fallacious nature of the former principle was self-evident to Cattell, he 
offered an obvious example to dispel any belief in its validity: in an 
unavoidable choice no motorist “would hesitate to run over. ..a feeble 
minded in preference to a healthy, bright child.”255 The role of science 
was to instruct society about choices that were not so clear-cut. 

Although Cattell was disappointed with the traditional moral sources 
in his own country, the Third Reich gave him reason to be more hopeful. 
Germany under Hitler was displaying a sense of social and scientific 
priorities more in keeping with evolutionary morality. Only in that 
society—where the Jews, including “Jewish hybrids,” were being system- 
atically removed from the professoriat, medical practice, and official 
positions; where “Jewish” physics and mathematics were distinguished 
from a more appropriately Aryan approach to science; and where paint- 
ings by Jewish artists were displayed as examples of Entartete Kunst 
(degenerate art)—did Cattell firid bold action based on biological wisdom. 
In 1987 he praised the Reich, “where eugenic laws are instantly put into 
operation,” for “being the first to adopt sterilization together with a 
positive emphasis on racial improvement.”256 Then, a year later, as the 
newspapers reported the expulsion of Jews from their jobs, the confisca- 
tion of their property, and their forced segregation into ghettos and 
concentration camps, Cattell observed that 


the Atlantic democracies are bewildered, envious and hostile at the 
rise of Germany, Italy and Japan, countries in which individuals 
have disciplined their indulgences as to a religious purpose... in 
comparison with the vast numbers in our democracies lacking any 
super-personal aim. Their rise should be welcomed by the religious 
man as reassuring evidence that in spite of modern wealth and 
ease, we shall not be allowed to sink into stagnation or adapt foolish 
social practices in fatal detachment from the stream of evolution.257 


In a generally uninformed world the Nazis and the fascists provided a 
beacon of moral light, a model of evolutionary progress to be emulated. 
Though Cattell found much to admire in the Third Reich, full-blown 
evolutionary morality necessitated manipulation of racial groups on a 
much grander scale, one unimagined even by Spencer or Galton. In the 
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interests of evolutionary progress he proposed that neat experimental 
designs be imposed on the world. If, for example, 


it is required to discover ... whether the inborn nature of white or 
yellow peoples is best fitted for progress in the scientific understand- 
ing of nature, it would be necessary to divide up world resources 
between Mongolian and European groups only. We should then 
start with all other conditions (economic and cultural) approxi- 
mately equal and observe the course of scientific advance in each 
group. If now one wished to try out as well a cultural difference, say 
the social effect of following Christianity on the one hand and 
Buddhism on the other, it would be necessary to have four groups—a 
white Buddhist group, a white Christian group, a Mongolian Buddhist 
group and a Mongolian Christian group.258 


This was, he emphasized, but a simple illustration; actually, there should 
be many different racial groups as independent experimental units—four 
such separate groups in the British Isles alone. In this way a much larger 
number of variables could be subjected to trial and error and subsequently 
evaluated, in each case, by scientific comparison: “One group, aiming 
physically at greater skeletal development, may find itself becoming 
more susceptible to tuberculosis, or showing a slightly lower average of 
energy output than another group. Or aiming psychologically at a lesser 
instinct of self-assertion and greater gregariousness, may find itself pro- 
ducing fewer men of initiative and originality.”259 From the differences 
that emerged between such groups, scientists would conclude which 
were superior and which inferior. Since these conclusions would be 
recognized as fact, ideally the less successful groups would have no 
reluctance about taking the appropriate eugenic steps; however, in the 
event of foolish resistance to “controlled evolution,” Cattell observed that 
more forceful means would be in order. 

When many social scientists in the postwar period turned from the 
study of races to the study of racial prejudice, particularly segregation as 
one of its manifestations, Cattell, now living in the United States, was 
infuriated. Rather than a reflection of “prejudice,” “an attitude which 
cannot be rationally defended,” he maintained that segregation was not 
only rational but also scientifically imperative. In fact, he wrote—in 
1948, when blacks were still systematically excluded from participation 
in every aspect of U.S. public life—“the very use of the term ‘prejudice’ 
as a scientific concept should automatically disqualify the user as a social 
scientist.”260 

When the controversy over Jensen began, Cattell was naturally outraged 
by the critics, whom he labeled “ignoracists,” persons who refused to 
recognize that racial differences were genetic in origin. Though he acknowl- 


The Controversy over Jensenism 245 


edged that “racists” were “misguided,” ignoracist was a “more opprobri- 
ous term” to Cattell, appropriate for those who had committed an 
“error... [of] greater immorality.”26! Moreover, the ignoracists confused 
research on racial differences with conclusions of superiority or inferiority, 
something “any thoughtful and biologically educated person” realized 
was “meaningless.” No mention was made of his own earlier certainty 
that blacks were “inferior” and should be systematically eliminated—by 
humane measures if possible or force if necessary. 

At the same time Cattell was defending Jensen against the scourge of 
ignoracism, his own latest work, A New Morality from Science: Beyondism, 
still insisted that the more “vital” races could not allow the “moribund” 
ones to convert the earth into “a living museum”; it was essential that the 
“moribund” be “phased out.”262 Though blacks were not mentioned by 
name, Cattell now complained about genetic “parasitism,” and as an 
example he considered a society with two groups: “one type has genes 
more favorable to high intelligence and the other resistance to malaria. A 
society composed of the first type might succeed as a society by virtue of 
its gifts of intelligence (and malaria deaths need not reduce the total 
population, granted an appropriate birth rate). On mixing the two, how- 
ever (in a malarial environment) the differential in immunity endowment 
to malaria would result in the intelligent maintainers of the culture being 
completely replaced by lower intelligences.” Since blacks carry the sickle 
cell gene, which also provides malarial immunity, there was little doubt 
about the identity of the group with lower intelligence. To ensure that the 
relevance of this example to a nonmalarial environment was not missed, 
Cattell offered the comparable case of a “welfare society,” in which “any 
tendency of a group to a birth rate less controlled by social standards—and 
this normally happens with the less intelligent and the less temperamentally 
foresighted—will result in that genetic sub-group inheriting the society.” 
Though malaria had not handed society over to blacks, welfare was about 
to do so unless there was some “regular cost-accounting” for parasites, 
cultural and genetic.263 Whether their lower intelligence made blacks 
“different” or “inferior” would thus seem to be a purely academic distinc- 
tion to Cattell; in either case they were a parasite on a more “vital” race 
and had to be subjected to “genthanasia.” 

The “new morality” of “beyondism” showed no real departure from 
Cattell’s old ideology, though the racial characterizations were now 
expressed with some attempt at subtlety. Instead of the earlier paean to 
Nordic dominance, he explained that in the northern European countries 
there had been biological selection for “independence of thought and 
individualism” and that in those areas long under control of the Roman 
Empire there had been selection for “readiness to adapt to orderly 
authority,” an “authority trusting” genetic mutation. Moreover, the new 
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work made only one reference to Jews, comparing their “claim to being a 
Chosen People” with Hitler’s assertion of German racial superiority, 
though there was also an allusion to “mathematical abilities . . . from the 
Middle East,” where Cattell suggested there had been biological selec- 
tion for “success in accountancy and business.’264 

Once again, the centerpiece of the “new morality from science” was 
the hubristic claim that all other sources of moral teaching were wrong- 
headed and that only an appreciation of the evolutionary mechanism 
could point the way to scientifically derived principles of conduct and 
define “the finest ways to spend our lives.” The intervening thirty-five 
years had done nothing to improve Cattell’s opinion of anyone else. “Few 
men and fewer women” could appreciate the truth of his message; the 
mass media could not and consequently had to be “curbed”; literature 
and art had made no contribution to “moral purpose” and were “irrelevant 
and malignant” (while dismissing Charles Dickens, George Orwell, and 
George Bernard Shaw as lacking any moral leadership, Cattell did offer a 
few examples that lived up to the standards of evolutionary morality: 
science fiction literature and Star Trek); and economics could be of no 
value until it was subordinated to the attainment of “ultimate evolution- 
ary goals,” producing such policies as steep differentials in earnings, a 
single flat tax rate for all citizens, and opposition to health insurance. 
Only the original apostle of Social Darwinism, Herbert Spencer, won 
Cattell’s approval as the one “respectable philosopher who recognized 
the natural appearance of a ‘code of amity’ among citizens and a ‘code of 
enmity’ among groups.” All others only preferred to seduce the public 
with “such whore phrases as ‘social justice and equality,’ ‘basic freedom’ 
and ‘human dignity.’” Faced with such moral incompetence, Cattell saw 
only one remedy for the society: “to accommodate the will of the majority 
to an elite of scientific advisors.”265 

One area particularly in need of such scientific supervision was the 
control of racial intermixture. Though his earlier predictions of wholesale 
deterioration from interbreeding were now somewhat muted into warn- 
ings of “incompatible elements,” like those introduced into Anglo-Saxon 
culture by “the musical beat from the jungle,”266 Cattell still recommended 
such rigid genetic separation of races that they “diverge into several 
distinct non-interbreeding species.” If an exception was to be made, 
however, he emphasized that careful “genetic management . . . in regard 
to hybridization” was needed. This meant, first, a “shrewd choice” of 
secondary race to ensure that it had the appropriate properties; then, “an 
unfettered exercise of the right of self-determination in terms of knowing 
when firmly to put the lid on and let the melting pot boil... to remove 
the dross”; and, finally, effective eugenic measures “to screen out the 
many defective combinations,” including the “monitoring of gestations” 
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to eliminate not only “physical defect and physiological abnormality but 
also neurological deviation incompatible with a healthy social life.”267 

For Cattell the purpose of scientific management of different races 
and cultures was, as always, to test their respective “validities’—to 
determine which races were to be “hammer” and which “anvil” in the 
shaping of the future. Once that determination had been made, once it 
was clear which of two societies was “the more progressive and the more 
endowed to survive,” there was no sense in postponing the inevitable. “In 
goodness, as in truth,” wrote Cattell, “if the right answer is known with 
greater certainty, there is good reason to apply it with greater rigor. 
There is no virtue in tolerating known evil.” “Failing groups” should 
either “go to the wall” or be “reconstituted” by outside intervention, 
while “successful groups” should expand their power, size, and influence.26§ 
Losing races in the evolutionary competition, Cattell explained, had to 
give way to their betters, “and genocide, like individual death, is the only 
way of clearing space.’269 

Because evolutionary progress was best forged in the crucible of racial 
competition, “external ‘charitable’ support” rendered to a struggling soci- 
ety by a more successful one and even the successful society’s reluctance 
to expand at the cost of the struggling one were “immoral acts”; to extend 
the same concern and assistance to other cultures and races that were 
appropriate for one’s own kind “must unquestionably be regarded as a 
‘heresy.’ ” (Cattell must have been outraged when concerts that included 
those “incompatible elements” of black and white musicians raised money 
to feed starving African children.) Even “culture borrowing,” in which an 
advance developed by one group was shared with another, was to be 
avoided since it separated the rewards of progress from their genetic 
origins. In fact, despite his belief in control by a scientific elite, Cattell 
was concerned that, in their “child-like enthusiasm,” many scientists 
ignored this need for “restriction of discoveries.”279 

Science and political ideology were thus happily united throughout 
Cattell’s career. From the 1930s on he had proclaimed apartheid as a 
scientifically derived necessity and insisted that scientific conclusions 
should determine which races were entitled to greater power and terri- 
tory and which should be “phased out”—indeed, such determinations 
were the purpose for the study of race. Yet at the same time that he 
fostered an ideology similar to that which had informed policy in the 
Reich, Cattell continually maintained that he was an apolitical investiga- 
tor dedicated only to the pursuit of scientific truths. When other social 
scientists had complained of his “reactionary” views in 1938, Cattell had 
responded that that term was political and that he was a scientist with 
neither knowledge nor interest in such matters.2”! By the 1970s he had 
converted the very criticisms into a scientific epiphenomenon. It was not 
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just that the critics were mired in politics while he was concerned with 
more transcendent issues but also that they themselves were victims of 
evolutionary immaturity. “The brain of man must itself evolve,” Cattell 
explained, “before it can understand why it should evolve”;272 presumably, 
his own brain was one of the few to have attained this exalted state. 
Cattell’s eagerness to offer a scientific foundation for apartheid made 
him the favorite scientist of the Far Right. Jensen and Eysenck might 
have provided conclusions about race that others could use to support 
racist proposals; Cattell was ready to furnish the proposals. Wilmot 
Robertson, for example, a highly articulate theorist little known outside 
neo-Nazi circles, has acknowledged his own intellectual debt to Cattell’s 
work. As a member of what he calls “history’s greatest gene pool,” 
Robertson has explained that northern Europeans are “best suited to 
shoulder the main weight of the evolutionary burden”; they have “managed 
to soar a little higher above the animal kingdom than the other divisions 
of mankind.” Despite this group’s genetic superiority, it had been deci- 
mated by “two devastating intraracial wars in the first half of the century 
and the dispossession of the American Majority, the largest reservoir of 
Northern European genes.”273 Hitler’s “failure . . . to establish racial hege- 
mony in Europe . .. was shattering to Northern Europeans both in Europe 
and America.” The last hope for putting “Northern Europeans back on 
the evolutionary track,” according to Robertson, was a “rehabilitated 
American Majority” bound together by race consciousness, which could 
be achieved only by liberating them from “the increasing horde of human 
parasites” in the United States.274 To deliver “whites of Northern Euro- 
pean extraction” from their racial enemies—“an agglomeration of minori- 
ties consisting of Jews, dark-skinned Mediterranean whites, Chicanos, 
Indians, Puerto Ricans and Negroes”—Robertson has proposed a pro- 
gram based directly on Cattell’s “beyondism.” Each “unassimilable” minor- 
ity would be forcibly relocated to its own enclave: Asians on the Hawaiian 
Islands; blacks in sections of the South and in some northern cities; 
Mexicans in the Southwest; Puerto Ricans in Spanish Harlem and on the 
island; Jews in sections of New York, Los Angeles, and Miami Beach; and 
southern Italians and other Mediterranean minorities each in a particular 
city where they already constitute a sizable segment. “The Utopian 
States of America,” as Robertson termed this system of bantustans, 
would produce an “ingathering” of northern Europeans, the basis for a 
biologically correct “world order whose geographical frontiers matched 
its racial frontiers, once the minority elements were separated out.”275 
(The end result of Robertson’s plan was illustrated in the December 1984 
issue of David Duke’s NAAWP News, which featured a racially balkanized 
map of the United States with suggested names for each new territory: 
for example, “New Africa” in Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi; “West 
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Israel” on Long Island and Manhattan; and “Minoria,” the rest of the 
New York metropolitan area for Puerto Ricans, southern Italians, Greeks, 
and other unassimilable Mediterranean groups.)276 

Although Cattell’s work on “beyondism” received little attention in 
the scientific community, it was vigorously promoted and distributed by 
Wilmot Robertson’s Howard Allen Press, along with other such “landmark 
books” as Carleton Putnam’s Race and Reason.277 Whether Cattell’s 
claims of political naivete were feigned or sincere, his own pronounce- 
ments on race could only further dispel any residual doubts about the 
true nature of the controversy over Jensenism. 


Reinvigoration on the Right 


In 1964 a writer in the neo-Nazi periodical Western Destiny complained 
about the lack of discussion in the United States on “how one race 
rank[{s} against another race in ability.”2’8 At the time the argument for 
black intellectual inferiority was being articulated primarily by staunch 
segregationists and was perceived by the public, correctly, as a tactic in 
the struggle against integration rather than as a bona fide scientific issue. 
In March 1969 Jensen’s HER article conferred a new respectability on 
the racists’ favorite topic and catapulted it onto the front page within a 
matter of days. 

Yet the segregationist scientists’ sense of vindication was tempered by 
just the slightest hint of resentment at the attention lavished on Jensen 
and his supporters for daring to suggest what they had known all along. 
Amidst their praise for this new hero were occasional reminders that he 
was a latecomer to the conclusion of black inferiority. In the Citizen, the 
central organ for the southern campaign against integration, Henry Garrett 
began one column with a Socratic inquiry: “Dr. Garrett, that Dr. Arthur 
Jensen of the University of California certainly made a splash, didn't he, 
with his findings? While I am glad to see the publicity given his opinions 
—that whites are smarter than Negroes—what’s so new about that? It 
seems to me that others, you among them, have been presenting this sort 
of evidence for a long time?’2?9 Elsewhere the Citizen characterized 
Jensen, a nationally recognized scientist, as a “successor” to Frank McGurk, 
a relatively obscure psychologist and member of the IAAEE Executive 
Committee active in the scientific campaign against integration.28° 

Jensen provided some balm for these feelings of neglect by regularly 
acknowledging the segregationists’ own contributions to the study of race 
in the Mankind Quarterly —something noted with delight by the original 
authors—though he gave no indication of the kind of offensive style that 
characterized the journal devoted to the views of Klansmen and Nazis. 
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For example, Jensen reported a racial comparison from one Quarterly 
article, omitting the author’s observation that Puerto Ricans had per- 
formed poorly in part because they were “highly negrified.” Nor did he 
mention that elsewhere in the same issue was a book review extolling the 
virtues of a well-known Klansman’s pamphlet that opposed social and 
political equality for blacks in America, insisting that the real solution to 
“the Negro problem in the United States” was to send blacks back to 
Africa.281 

Their concern over scientific priority did not prevent Jensen’s self- 
proclaimed predecessors from realizing that his sudden prominence was, 
most of all, an opportunity. Despite all of the segregationists’ own educa- 
tional efforts, the public’s understanding of race was still Ptolemaic; 
Jensen was their first real hope to make it Copernican. The question was 
how best to make use of this prestigious new ally. 

Despite the segregationists’ insistence that Jensen had vindicated their 
claims, they could not help noticing certain differences between his work 
and their own, differences that explained why he had “succeeded” where 
they had failed. Most important, Jensen's research was much more techni- 
cally sophisticated, especially in its exploitation of behavior-genetic 
techniques. There were also obvious differences in style. Jensen had no 
foolish obsession with “amalgamation.” He refused to endorse legal 
segregation. He carefully eschewed the name-calling that was the 
segregationists’ stock-in-trade; he took the positions of his critics seriously 
and addressed the issues they raised. When it was clear that he had been 
wrong on a matter of fact, at times he was not reluctant to act in an 
exemplary fashion. For example, after he made a demonstrably inaccu- 
rate statement about Psychologists for Social Action, an organization that 
had opposed his work, Jensen not only sent them his “humble apology” 
but also had it printed in the trade paper for the American Psychological 
Association.282 The segregationist scientists were like Shaw’s Major 
Saranoff; they never apologized. 

At first the segregationists attempted to follow in Jensen’s technical 
footsteps, with generally abysmal results. For example, R. Travis Osborne, 
one of the expert witnesses in the judicial efforts to reverse the Brown 
decision, published a series of studies on the heritabilities of various 
measures of ability for both blacks and whites. Though he found no 
differences between the races in these heritabilities, much of the data 
was just gibberish. Some of the heritability estimates were larger than 
1.000, not just slightly greater, which might be attributed to sampling 
error, but such ridiculous values as 2.840, 3.320, and a staggeringly 
absurd -11.496. Moreover, all but a handful of the approximately twenty- 
five heritability values for blacks were not statistically significant; that is, 
there was no evidence that they were greater than zero.283 (Though 
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Osborne presented the appropriate statistics, he provided no indication 
of their significance, thus omitting the information that would have 
revealed the study as worthless.) Much to Osborne’s ultimate chagrin, the 
data from his research were used in a more methodologically sound 
investigation. Osborne had been especially interested in a racial blood- 
group analysis of the test scores, certain that it would “hold surprises” for 
all those egalitarians with “preconceived ideas of the outcomes.”284 He 
therefore contributed his own data to be pooled and analyzed with that 
collected by other researchers (in order to attain an appropriate sample 
size), and the results were indeed surprising—to Osborne, who found his 
name, as the third of three authors, on a study concluding that “European 
genes in Negroes either are not substantially associated with intellectual 
performance or actually predict poorer performance” (emphasis added). 
The study’s introduction noted that “all analyses in the present paper 
were carried out by the first author,” perhaps Osborne’s attempt to 
account for his association with such an unexpected outcome.285 


Old Money through New Channels 


Anxious not to squander the opportunity created by Jensenism but 
unable to exploit it through their own research, the segregationist aca- 
demics turned to facilitating the work of the new, more well-known 
scientific authorities as a more productive tactic. They helped to provide 
Jensen, Shockley, Eysenck, and Cattell with needed financial support for 
their research and assistance in disseminating their conclusions beyond 
the scientific community. In return for this financial and logistic assistance, 
the segregationists obtained the researchers’ prestige for their causes in 
general and the frequent participation of these prominent scholars in 
their specific projects. The involvement of mainstream scientists meant 
that to some extent the racist academics had to moderate their opposition 
to integration, but this was a small price to pay, especially since the racial 
battlefield was beginning to shift to such issues as affirmative action, 
which all of these new authorities did not hesitate to oppose. 

The Pioneer Fund, that longtime supporter of efforts to prove the 
superiority of the original white “stock,” provided the resources for these 
goals in many different ways. It made substantial grants to some scientists; 
Shockley alone received $179,000 over a period of ten years.286 It also 
subsidized a number of nonprofit corporations—all “organized exclusively 
for educational and scientific purposes” and represented by George 
Leonard, a lawyer who had told the Supreme Court, on behalf of 375 
southern private schools that excluded blacks, that discrimination was 
“not necessarily a horrible thing”28?——which seemed to be nothing more 
than conduits for channeling money to particular researchers. One recipient, 
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for example, the Institute for the Study of Educational Differences, 
which listed Arthur Jensen as its president, was acknowledged as the 
source of support for Jensen’s later research on race and speed of informa- 
tion processing.288 

Two other nonprofit corporations supported by the Pioneer Fund, the 
Foundation for Human Understanding (FHU) and the Testing Research 
Fund (TRF), acted as publicity agents for works on heredity, intelligence, 
and race. Directed by Henry E. Garrett, R. Travis Osborne, Frank 
McGurk, and Ernest van den Haag, all members of the IAAEE and 
longtime staunch opponents of integration, the FHU and TRF each spent 
tens of thousands of tax-free dollars to promote books congenial to their 
viewpoint. They paid for expensive advertisements. For example, when 
Hans J. Eysenck raved about a new Jensen book containing the HER 
article, the FHU reprinted the review “as a public service” a year later in 
a full-page ad in the New York Times Book Review.289 They also 
distributed free copies of books to judiciously chosen target populations. 
The TRF, for example, bought twenty-eight hundred copies of Jensen’s 
Straight Talk about Mental Tests and sent them gratis to college presi- 
dents and admissions officers throughout the country.29° Along with 
Jensen’s usual arguments, these administrators, who determined the 
future of millions of college applicants each year, could read that the 
decline in the number of students with high SAT scores was attributable 
to a declining birthrate among those “ethnic groups” that had contributed 
most of the top scorers in the past. The FHU also donated copies of 
Osborme’s Twins: Black and White (which FHU had published) to univer- 
sity libraries. Dedicated to the memory of Henry Garrett, author of the 
most repulsive hate pamphlets against school integration, Twins was yet 
another dreary compilation of test scores and heritability estimates (many 
of these heritability estimates were again not significantly different from 
zero, a point that Osborne still did not find worth mentioning).29! 

In addition, FHU reprinted, advertised, and distributed such other 
“classics” as the IAAEE-sponsored Race and Modern Science and the 
English scientist John Baker’s Race. In language right out of Joseph 
Arthur de Gobineau’s or Madison Grant’s work, the slick brochure pro- 
moting Baker’s book noted that the title provided the “master key” to 
history and that the book would “not only tell us everything we should 
know about the major races” but also point out the more “subtle shadings” 
among whites: “How to tell a Nordic from an Alpine, an Alpine from a 
Mediterranean, a Jew from a Gentile. How does one race compare with 
another in intelligence, work concentration, inventiveness, stamina? Which 
of the various racial traits, both physical and mental, are inherited and 
which are not? How do the races vary in height, weight, coloration, head 
shape, even in odor?” “Even antiracists” would benefit from this encyclo- 
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pedic array of information, the brochure declared, because “it pays to 
know the arguments of your opponents.’292 

The most ambitious project sponsored by the FHU, however, was the 
compilation of works resulting in Human Variation, a book edited by 
Osborne, C. E. Noble, and Nathaniel Weyl. Osborne, of course, was a 
veteran in the anti-integration campaign. Noble, a contributor to the 
Citizen as well as scientific journals, had defended Carleton Putnam and 
the “expert witnesses” for segregation against criticism from other scientists. 
A researcher in psychomotor behavior, in 1969 he had claimed that 
blacks’ performance on a test of hand-to-eye coordination was so geneti- 
cally inferior to the performance of whites that even after fifty practice 
trials they could not do as well as whites on their first attempt and that 
blacks’ performance with their right hand was always poorer than whites’ 
with their left.293 (Observation of any National Basketball Association 
contest will confirm the meaningfulness of these conclusions.) 

In the early 1960s Weyl had authored several books on blacks. In a 
historical review he claimed that every statesman had objected to the 
presence of blacks on American soil, considering them aliens who could 
not be assimilated without destroying the cohesion of the Republic. Most 
of the time, according to Weyl, this conviction had been informed by 
belief in black inferiority, but even those few who had considered blacks 
to be mental equals had an aversion to their presence. A consensus had 
thus existed over the need for wholesale deportation, until forced emigra- 
tion became impractical after the Civil War. As a substitute, he explained, 
the nation’s leadership turned to segregation to protect the country from 
the indigestible mass of newly freed blacks, most of them ignorant, 
intemperate, and vicious. Segregation remained the solution of choice 
until Franklin Roosevelt, eager to obtain the black vote, began to throw 
them “sops” and the Supreme Court began to “lean over backward” to 
render absurd decisions. Despite all the assistance blacks had received 
since FDR, in Weyl’s opinion they had still contributed nothing—a few 
well-known musicians, though not “in the more demanding” musical 
areas—and were just not genetically capable of becoming a productive 
and integral part of American society. Nevertheless, he observed, blacks 
had made economic progress that bore little relationship to their abilities. 
“The American Negro,” Weyl wrote in 1960, before the passage of most 
civil rights legislation, “is not underprivileged, but overprivileged.”294 

In another work Wey] traced the reason for blacks’ inferiority to their 
brain, which was not only supposedly smaller but also poorly “integrated” 
so the frontal lobes, the source of imagination, conceptual thought, and 
foresight, remained relatively “idle.” Lacking these crucial capacities, 
blacks had naturally “been relegated to an inferior and servile status.” To 
account for their underdeveloped brain, Weyl claimed that a large active 
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brain had been a disadvantage for survival in tropical climates because it 
placed too much stress on the heart to supply it with oxygen. To this 
pseudo-Darwinian analysis he appended one other scientific observation 
in an area that had been overlooked by previous researchers: much of 
black male anatomy and physiology was more similar to that of European 
girls than boys, and this physical feminization of black men accounted for 
their widespread tendency to perform fellatio on each other without guilt 
or embarrassment.295 

With such views Weyl soon became a regular contributor to the Mankind 
Quarterly (though the journal did find fault with his observation that a 
black had a “right to be judged as a human being,” terming such an 
unrealistic proposition an “ignis fatuus”).296 In the Quarterly he refined 
his theory of the relationship between climate and brain size, tracing 
both to somatotype. The slim “Negroid” body, he noted, was a physiologi- 
cal adaptation to warm climates, producing a greater ratio of skin-surface 
to body-mass and thus a proportionately larger area for heat loss through 
sweating. But this slender build, he explained, was also the cause of 
black intellectual inferiority, because women with a narrower pelvic 
brim crushed or otherwise traumatized the cranium of large-brained 
neonates. The process of evolutionary selection had thus produced small- 
brained blacks as an adaptation to the size of the pelvic brim.297 

Fresh from this scientific tour de force, Weyl joined with Osborne and 
Noble to put together Human Variation. The collection’s introductory 
essay was contributed by Dwight Ingle, a gracious choice since Ingle had 
earlier used his editorship of Perspectives in Biology and Medicine to 
publish Weyl’s and Noble’s diatribes against blacks.298 Ingle once again 
emphasized the importance of scientific proof for blacks’ genetic inferior- 
ity so society would “stop telling Negroids” that their problems were 
caused by racism. Fifteen years after he had found biology an obstacle to 
integration, Ingle acknowledged that there had been some individuals 
who attempted to exploit genetic evidence “to deprive Negroids of equal 
rights” but maintained that there had been no scientists among them.?99 

Most of the authors in Human Variation were members of the Mankind 
Quarterly’s editorial board, though they were now joined by Jensen, who 
contributed a technical discussion of the effects of nonrandom mating.29° 
Perhaps to avoid alienating him from their project, the Quarterly’s associ- 
ates were uncharacteristically restrained. Weyl, for example, chose not to 
share his momentous discovery of the relationship between intelligence 
and pelvic brim size. There was, of course, the usual obsession with racial 
differences. The English psychologist Richard Lynn reported a dizzying 
list of IQ results from different nationalities—Belgian, French, Scottish, 
East German, Italian, Spanish, Yugoslavian, Greek, Iranian, and on and 
on—and concluded that Nordics were intellectually superior to “Caucausoid 
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peoples inhabiting the more southerly latitudes”; with no embarrassment 
he even cited the World War I army data as corroboration of this result.30! 
Another contributor, Robert Lehrke, offered a genetic theory to account 
for women’s diminished representation at the highest levels of accom- 
plishment despite having the same “average” IQ as men. “For the benefit 
of the ladies,” Lehrke acknowledged that the brightest women were on a 
par with the brightest men; there were just fewer of them.392 C. D. 
Darlington concluded the collection with a genetic explanation for the 
absence of civilization from Africa: the same genes that endowed “Negroids” 
with immunity to malaria both weakened the reaction to other diseases 
and produced a belief in witchcraft. Slavery, he noted, had mercifully 
rescued blacks from the first of these dangers, but the second remained 
an ongoing obstacle to their development.39 

Despite the absence of any overtly racist rhetoric in Human Variation, 
there was little doubt about its true purpose. Soon after publication the 
Citizen featured an unsigned discussion praising the book-——probably 
written by one of its three editors, who did not wish to compromise the 
book’s scientific image by appearing in a periodical dedicated to preserv- 
ing segregation—and provided an address from which it could be obtained. 
This interest in a work that did not directly label blacks inferior and call 
for a return to segregation might have been puzzling to the Citizen’s less 
astute readers. To prevent any confusion, the article was accompanied by 
a gratuitous photograph of William Shockley, who had not been involved 
in the project but whose scientific opinions on race were well known to 
the Citizen’s audience, in a debate with a black attorney. The picture’s 
caption pointed out the “observable hereditary differences” between the 
two despite their common academic background and concluded that 
Shockley’s opponents “generally win the debate—for Shockley.”594 Even 
the scientifically unsophisticated would have no problem decoding the 
Citizen’s interest in this book: Human Variation was another biological 
demonstration of white superiority. 


Transition at the Mankind Quarterly 


For a long time the segregationist scientists’ new, more sophisticated 
image did not extend to their flagship journal, the Mankind Quarterly. 
Although the addition of Eysenck to its editorial board in 1974 placed a 
prestigious name on the Quarterly’s cover, its rhetoric remained as 
overtly racist as ever. More than a decade after the civil rights movement, 
however, blatantly racist appeals were neither effective nor acceptable, 
especially in a scientific journal, and eventually the Quarterly attempted 
to change its image. In 1978 the anthropologist Robert Gayre of Gayre 
announced his resignation as editor in chief, informing readers that the 
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journal would be moved to Washington, D.C., where the new editor 
would be Roger Pearson of the Institute for the Study of Man.3% 

The British-born Pearson, who once reportedly boasted of helping to 
hide Josef Mengele,398 had spent the previous twenty years working 
toward the formation of a Fourth Reich. Only a decade after the war he 
began publishing the “cultural journal” Northern World, in which he 
complained that nationality had come “to be determined not by descent, 
not by the common blood ties of a shared biological heritage, but by the 
accident of geographical location,” a situation that had produced “racial 
chaos.” If Nordics were “not to be annihilated as a species,” he wrote, 
they had to “develop a world-wide bond between our own kind” and 
“begin to think in terms of . . . racial identity.” Such a true “Pan-Nordicism” 
could be achieved “only ... if we realize the falsity of modern political 
‘nationality’ laws which are playing havoc with our natural loyalties and 
result too often in mongrelisation at home and fratricidal warfare abroad.”307 
In 1958 Pearson established the Northern League in Europe as a rallying 
ground for former Nazi intellectuals and SS officials, with Hans F. K. 
Ginther as one of its founding members. The Northern League’s first 
conference, held in West Germany, was described by that country’s 
authorities as “national socialism revived.”308 

In the 1960s Pearson immigrated to the United States to join forces 
with Willis Carto, organizer of the Liberty Lobby. Subsidized by Pioneer 
grants, their alliance produced a merger of Pearson’s Northern World 
with Right, edited by Carto under the pseudonym of E. L. Anderson, 
which became a new publication, Western Destiny.°°® To Pearson’s call 
for Nordic purity Western Destiny now added Carto’s obsession with 
Jews as “Culture Distorters,” “aliens... inherently unable to be in tune 
with our Western Culture and Spirituality.”3!° For the Nordic race to 
survive, wrote Pearson as editor of the new journal, the Culture Distorter, 
preaching freedom instead of race consciousness, had to be prevented 
“from capturing the minds, morals and souls of our children.”3!! Western 
Destiny regularly blamed the “New York money changers” for causing 
the “Second Fratricidal War” and the subsequent “Allied War Crimes” 
against the Reich out of a desire to impose financial slavery on Germany 
and the world.3!2 Pearson also authored tracts on race and eugenics for 
Carto’s Noontide Press. In Race and Civilization, for example, he described 
how the aristocratic Nordic, the “symbol . . . of human dignity,” had been 
forced by “taxes against landholders... to intermarry with Jewish and 
other non-Nordic elements,” thus securing the wealth necessary to retain 
their family estates but sacrificing their “biological heritage” and “thereby 
renounc{ing] their real claim to nobility.”318 

In the 1970s, however, Pearson began a transition toward greater 
respectability, eventually becoming a link between neo-Nazi elements 
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and the New Right. After a number of academic appointments he moved 
to Washington to found the Council on American Affairs and the Journal 
of Social and Political Studies (later expanded to the Journal of Social, 
Political and Economic Studies), which eschewed the old rhetoric of 
Nordic solidarity in favor of a more mainstream conservative orientation 
and featured contributions by such public figures as Jack Kemp and Jesse 
Helms as well as analyses by academics. Pearson soon became a recog- 
nized New Right academic himself, serving as an editorial associate for 
such think tanks as the Heritage Foundation and the American Security 
Council’s Foreign Policy Institute, and his own Council on American 
Affairs was named the United States Chapter of the World Anti-Communist 
League (WACL). He used this opportunity to fill the WACL with Euro- 
pean Nazis—ex-officials of the Third Reich and Nazi collaborators from 
other countries during the war as well as new adherents to the cause—in 
what one journalist called “one of the greatest fascist blocs in postwar 
Europe.”3!4 

A respected intellectual in influential circles, who could nevertheless 
be depended on to keep the neo-Nazi faith, Pearson no doubt seemed the 
ideal person to take the reins at the Mankind Quarterly, which was in the 
process of a similar transition. At the time of Gayre’s departure, such 
fanatic right-wingers as Robert Kuttner also ended their association with 
the journal, and a change in its physical composition gave the Quarterly a 
more polished, sophisticated appearance. 

Before he could actually take charge of the Mankind Quarterly, Pearson’s 
new image began to unravel, however. First, a New York Times story on 
the Pioneer Fund named him as a beneficiary of two grants, noting his 
earlier incarnation as editor of Western Destiny and author of pamphlets 
on Nordic supremacy.3!5 Then, even more damaging, the Washington 
Post published a front-page story on the “Fascist specter” behind the 
World Anti-Communist League, which was holding its annual conference 
in Washington at the time, with particular attention to Pearson as the 
conference chair. The article described the unsavory political nature of 
some of the participants, such as one official delegation that circulated 
materials attacking a recent TV show on the Holocaust as “another 
gigantic campaign of Jewish propaganda to conceal their objectives of 
world domination.” It also detailed Pearson’s background, noting that his 
assistant at the conference, as well as at his own Council on American 
Affairs, was a former American Nazi party stormtrooper. In addition, 
when members of the National States Rights party, yet another Nazi- 
style political group, whose bylaws declared that “Jew-devils have no 
place in a White Christian nation,” showed up at the conference to 
distribute anti-Jewish tracts, the article reported that Pearson asked them 
to leave, remarking, “Not that I’m not sympathetic with what you're 
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doing ... but don’t embarrass me and cut my throat.” As they departed, 
he told them to “give my regards” to Edward Fields, their party’s national 
secretary .316 

Though the exposure of these links left Pearson’s throat unscathed, it 
might have severed his name from the masthead of the Mankind Quarterly, 
whose official editorship he never actually assumed (he was soon dropped 
from the editorial board of the Heritage Foundation’s journal Policy 
Review as well). In the issue after Gayre had named Pearson as his 
successor, the journal announced that a reorganization was taking place, 
and when the new editors were named over a year later, Pearson was not 
among them; an editor on cozy terms with Nazis was hardly in keeping 
with the Quarterly’s renovated image. Though Pearson’s name was not 
displayed on the masthead, he was clearly in charge behind the scenes. 
The journal was published at the Institute for the Study of Man, where 
he was both founder and president; subscriptions were ordered there; 
and manuscripts were submitted there—to the “general editor,” a posi- 
tion that was not listed among the Quarterly’s official roster of editors, 
having been replaced by an editorial committee, but was certainly filled 
by Pearson in practice. In addition to the Quarterly itself, Pearson’s 
institute also published articles excerpted from the journal (“Mankind 
Quarterly Monographs”) and books on race, many of them issued under 
the imprint of “Cliveden Press’—a deft touch by Pearson since those 
members of the British aristocracy sympathetic to Hitler during the war 
were known as the “Cliveden Set,” named after the location of the 
Astors’ country home, the group’s symbolic headquarters.3!7 Although 
more moderate names were now “officially” in charge of the Mankind 
Quarterly, it remained under Pearson’s control. 

Of course, the new editors were moderate only by the Quarterly’s 
standards. Richard Lynn, for example, had contributed the chapter to 
Human Variation with the latest evidence that Nordics were intellectu- 
ally superior to southern Europeans. He also had devoted an entire book 
to a study of national differences in measures of anxiety, closely parallel- 
ing Carl C. Brigham’s 1928 racial analysis of army test scores. Where 
Brigham had attributed national differences in intelligence to underlying 
racial composition, with Nordic countries ranking ahead of Alpine and 
Mediterranean, Lynn concluded that the order was reversed for anxiety— 
the calm and well-controlled Nordics ranked lowest, the other races, 
frantic and hysterical, much higher. Some strained interpretations were 
necessary to achieve this result. When the Nordic countries turned out to 
have higher rates of coronary heart disease, this ailment was character- 
ized as an indication of low anxiety. Suicide, a behavior more frequent in 
the northern European countries, had been explained by the earlier 
eugenicists as the ultimate exploration of the unknown by adventurous 
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Nordics, but in Lynn’s analysis it was viewed as a consequence of high 
anxiety. To preserve the appropriate racial ordering in the face of this 
hostile data, he merely changed the racial composition of the various 
nationalities: the Irish, for example, who had been labeled predominantly 
Mediterranean to explain their low IQs were now converted to Nordics to 
account for their exceptionally low suicide rate. As always, these racial 
differences had political implications: those in the Nordic countries, Lynn 
observed, were more fit for constitutional government than were “the 
abrasive peoples” in the countries of Alpine and Mediterranean extrac- 
tion.3!8 Though untainted by the kind of overt political associations that 
had marked Pearson, Kuttner, and others, Lynn still had the appropriate 
obsession with race. 

The “new” Mankind Quarterly also featured Raymond Cattell as a 
board member and frequent contributor. The journal thus acquired 
another prominent scientific name for its masthead, while Cattell obtained 
an outlet for a stream of works unlikely to be welcome in other scientific 
publications despite his prestige. One paper, for example, presented his 
“beyondist” exhortation for humankind to become a number of noninter- 
breeding species.3!9 Another investigated the relationship between 
personality traits and blood type, the latter variable possibly suggesting a 
link to race, whose biological—as opposed to social—definition has 
considered the frequency of various blood groups.329 Some years earlier a 
similar study by Cattell published in a medical journal had been subjected 
to ridicule by other scientists; it was called technically inaccurate, useless, 
and a waste of journal space. According to one researcher, the “only 
consolation is that the article is probably harmless, because few readers 
will take it seriously.” At the time Cattell had responded with a plea of 
nolo contendere: he had not bothered to save the data.32! When he 
submitted a new set of data to the same type of analysis, however, he had 
a friendlier venue for its appearance. The Mankind Quarterly would 
never publish attacks on the chief scientific exponent of evolutionary 
morality. 

In keeping with the Quarterly’s improved image, however, its worst 
rhetorical excesses were now toned down. The threat of “Negrification” 
or “mongrelization” was replaced by discreet reference to “the presence 
of black genes amongst segments of the population classified as white,” 
and overt proclamations of Nordic superiority were eliminated, along 
with the clarion calls for a return to apartheid in the United States.322 
Beneath this Band-Aid of sophistication festered the same racist sore, 
though. One of the journal’s first articles in 1961, “The Evolutionary 
Basis of Race Consciousness,” had explained that interracial hostility was 
an automatic biological response, whose function was to “prevent inter- 
breeding” and preserve “genetic integrity.”525 A quarter of a century 
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later an article entitled “The Evolutionary Function of Prejudice” con- 
cluded that race prejudice was a deeply rooted biological mechanism 
necessary “to preserve the genetic identity of races and sub-species . . . by 
inhibiting miscegenation.” Indeed, it predicted, the decay of such a 
natural barrier would only weaken a society’s “survival potential . . . by 
promoting anti-evolutionary life-styles together with their concomitant 
reproductive abnormalities.”324 In 1986 a scientific journal could still 
provide a biological rationale for the activities of a lynch mob. 

Though less intemperate in style, the Mankind Quarterly also contin- 
ued to hammer away at desegregation, publishing a series of articles by 
Ralph Scott, a professor of educational psychology at the University of 
Northern Iowa; a former vice president of the German-American National 
Congress, an organization that extolled the virtues of the Third Reich;325 
and once a gubernatorial candidate of the American party, another Far 
Right group supported by Willis Carto. Scott had also received Pioneer 
Fund grants to hold anti-school-integration seminars around the country, 
an activity he conducted under a pseudonym.326 (Amazingly, this record 
did not prevent him from being appointed chair of the Iowa Advisory 
Commission on Civil Rights by the Reagan administration.) In the Mankind 
Quarterly Scott scored the “professional bias and ideological imbalance” 
of the expert witnesses for the plaintiffs in the Brown case, now some 
thirty years old, and claimed that desegregation had been harmful to 
blacks.327 If nothing else, the Quarterly was certainly perseverative. 


The European Right 


The attention generated by Jensenism was also a source of encourage- 
ment to a rising fascist movement in Europe, where groups were working 
to rehabilitate Nordicism as scientific support for neo-Nazi ideologies. 
The chief organizer for Britain’s National Front, Martin Webster, who had 
boasted of creating a “well-oiled Nazi machine,” noted that “the most 
important factor in the build-up of self-confidence amongst ‘racists’... was 
the publication in 1969 by Professor Jensen in the Harvard Education 
Review. "328 The National Front’s magazine, Spearhead, observed with 
satisfaction that Jensen’s work had “exploded like a bomb in the ranks of 
the environmentalists.”329 When a group of Strasserite Nazis broke from 
the National Front’s Hitlerite mainstream to form the National party, the 
first issue of Beacon, the new organization’s magazine, featured a per- 
sonal interview with Eysenck, in which the psychologist noted “a very 
close correlation between the different achievements of races and their 
present day IQ level.”380 

In particular, Jensen’s work was often cited to justify apartheid in 
South Africa, which was regarded by racist groups everywhere as the 
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only remaining nation based on comprehension of “the true nature of 
Western civilization.”33! Shortly after the HER publication A. James 
Gregor, who had played such an important role in founding the IAAEE 
and the Mankind Quarterly, organized a conference in London with 
Jensen and Shockley as the featured speakers. In an article on the 
conference entitled “Moderne Rassentheorie stiitzt Sidafrika” (Modern 
Racial Theory Supports South Africa) Nation Europa, a journal estab- 
lished shortly after World War II by members of the old Nazi elite, 
reported that Jensen had said blacks and Puerto Ricans were in “last 
place” in the racial order. Noting that extensive study had not been 
necessary for South Africa to realize that a “Bantu” could not be “converted” 
into a European, Nation Europa nevertheless found Jensen's work to be a 
useful scientific confirmation of the necessity of confining blacks to 
“their own tribal lands.”382 

Although Jensen steered clear of personal involvement with overtly 
segregationist publications in the United States, he appeared to have few 
qualms about contributing to fascist journals in other languages. He 
granted an exclusive interview to Nation Europa; the same issue featur- 
ing the interview gave high praise to a revisionist work distributed by 
many neo-Nazi groups claiming that the Holocaust had never occurred 
but was merely a hoax perpetrated to commit political blackmail and to 
silence those who would warn Europe about the biological danger of 
“colored immigration.”333 Though Jensen refused to endorse segregation 
in the interview, his scientific statements provided ample compensation 
for this difference over policy. Asked whether different races might not 
actually be different species, he first acknowledged interfertility as the 
theoretical criterion for such a decision but then added reservations 
about its practical validity. Some human races, Jensen declared, differed 
from one another even more than did some animals of different species. 
Moreover, he claimed, a measurement of the “genetic distance” between 
blacks and whites showed a divergence of some forty-six thousand years 
in their evolutionary history, approximately three times the genetic dis- 
tance between whites and Orientals.334 These were observations Jensen 
had not made elsewhere. He had chosen an interview with fascists to 
question not only whether blacks were at the same level of evolutionary 
development as whites but also whether they were even members of the 
same species. 

Nation Europa also sought Jensen’s endorsement for the validity of 
intrawhite racial comparisons, reminding him of Weyl’s recent article 
“The Geography of Stupidity” in the Mankind Quarterly, which had 
examined the army IQ test scores of 1968 draftees and found that the 
best performance was achieved by inhabitants of states with high concen- 
trations of Nordic elements, especially Scandinavian and German, and 
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low concentrations of Hispanics, Portuguese, and Italians. That is, a 
publication ideologically committed to Nordic superiority was requesting 
Jensen’s imprimatur for the issue as scientifically respectable. He gave 
them half a loaf: it was “theoretically” a scientific question but, being of 
little practical significance in the United States, would not be a sensible 
use of the country’s resources.335 Neither party in the exchange doubted 
that an appropriate role of science was to link sociopolitical questions to 
genetic differences. In the United States this meant studying the “great 
races’ to rationalize blacks’ position in the social order; in Europe it 
might well mean comparing “subgroups” within the white race to support 
Nordic superiority. 

As the European Right reorganized further in the late 1960s and early 
1970s, two new academic publications, both clones of the Mankind 
Quarterly appeared, one in Germany and one in France. The three 
journals seemed like different language franchises for the same ideology. 
Each carried advertisements for the other two; the same persons regu- 
larly served as their board members and appeared as contributors; and 
sometimes the exact same article would appear in two of these publica- 
tions simultaneously. In addition, they were all recommended by, and in 
turn carried advertisements for, such publications as the Northlander, 
the official journal of Pearson’s Northern League. Nouvelle Ecole, the 
French journal, included as members of its board Gayre, Pearson, Kuttner, 
and Garrett. At the World Anti-Communist League meeting chaired by 
Pearson, a group representing Nouvelle Ecole met with William Pierce, a 
former American Nazi party functionary and author of The Turner 
Diaries, a blueprint for race war used as a model by the neo-Nazi group 
The Order, which murdered Denver talk-show host Alan Berg in 1984. 
According to Pierce, now the head of his own neo-Nazi group, the 
National Alliance, the French publication was “working along lines very 
close to ours.”336 

Nouvelle Ecole described the Jensen controversy in an article entitled 
“School Integration and Racial Psychology,” a characterization over which 
he had no control, of course. But a short time later Jensen granted a 
personal interview to the journal, emphasizing the importance of research 
on racial difference, though he offered no explicit example of its use.357 A 
publication whose readers would also be interested in subscribing to the 
Northlander could certainly trust them to appreciate the practical impli- 
cations of lower black intelligence. 

The German member of the triumvirate was Neue Anthropologie, 
whose first issue in 1973 honored Fritz Lenz, the doyen of Rassenhygiene, 
on his eighty-fifth birthday. Its editor, Jirgen Rieger, had authored the 
pamphlet Rasse—ein Problem auch fir uns (Race—a Problem for Us 
Also), which stressed the importance of preserving Nordic purity. (When 
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Rieger’s book produced a sectarian controversy within the neo-Nazi 
movement over the proper criteria for defining white subraces, both his 
critics and defenders agreed, however, that he had relied on the best 
scientific references on race—IAAEE publications by Kuttner, Garrett, 
Gregor, and others, which had attained an almost scriptural status among 
knowledgeable racists; they disagreed over whether his political conclu- 
sions were consistent with these established scientific facts.)?58 Several 
members of the journal’s “board of scientific advisers” were also active in 
the German neo-Nazi party, the NPD (Nationaldemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands), including one professor whose pamphlet providing a 
scientific basis for the party’s ideology was sent free to new subscribers to 
Neue Anthropologie. °39 Another board member was Donald Swan, also 
an editor and frequent contributor to the Mankind Quarterly as well as a 
recipient of Pioneer grants. According to the Nation, when Swan was 
arrested for mail fraud in 1966, Nazi “paraphernalia,” weapons, and 
stacks of anti-Semitic, antiblack, and anti-Catholic pamphlets were found 
in his home.340 When Neue Anthropologie’s publisher sought to establish 
a “Ginther-Circle,” the journal knowingly requested readers to help 
assemble a complete collection of his works by contributing their per- 
sonal copies of Giinther’s articles from such prewar journals as Neues 
Volk, an official publication of the Third Reich’s Nazi party.341 

Jensen was extensively involved with Neue Anthropologie. Its first 
issue contained the same interview with him that had earlier appeared in 
Nouvelle Ecole, unsurprising since the editor-interviewer for the latter 
publication was also a member of the former’s “scientific board.”342 
Jensen would become a more important resource for Neue Anthropologie, 
however, eventually making regular contributions to the journal, articles 
that, though largely technical, lent scientific respectability to the sur- 
rounding prose—anti-immigrant polemics, favorable reviews of anti-Semitic 
tracts, tributes to racist scientists from the Nazi era. Then in 1976, in 
obvious recognition of Jensen’s significance to them, Neue Anthropologie 
published a special bibliography of all his works since 1967 (the writing 
from his earlier “environmentalist” period naturally was of little interest 
to them).343 Two issues later Jensen joined the journal’s board, his name 
appearing alongside the neo-Nazis who also graced that body. The asso- 
ciation appeared to benefit them more than it harmed him. 

According to the sociologist Robert Gordon, who has spoken to Jensen 
personally about his involvement with Neue Anthropologie, Jensen did 
not have “the foggiest idea who Rieger is, . .. does not read German well, 
but has never recognized anything in copies of N.A. sent to him to put 
him on guard. ..[and] has not reviewed any material for the journal or 
participated in any way other than allowing articles of his published 
elsewhere to be reprinted in German.”344 Assuming all these claims were 


264 The Science and Politics of Racial Research 


true, it only confirmed Jensen’s role as an unwitting accomplice to the 
forces of bigotry; though he had neither duties nor responsibilities as a 
board member, his name provided a patina of scientific respectability for 
a journal devoted largely to the restoration of Gintherism. Gordon him- 
self went on to suggest that the journal’s characterization as “neo-Nazi” 
was an exaggeration stemming from Rieger’s “disfavor with the small 
remnants of the Jewish community still residing in Germany,” because 
he had served as defense counsel for a man accused of war crimes. In 
fact, as an active member of Pearson’s Northern League, Rieger told this 
group dedicated to Nordic solidarity that it was “natural” for “the Teutonic 
nations ... of the same racial extraction ...to strive for political union 
and unity of power” and encouraged its members to “fight for a Teutonic 
confederation that must come.” He was also one of the organizers and a 
featured speaker of a Munich conference entitled “Eternal Penitence for 
Hitler?”; the other two speakers were both proponents of the theory that 
the Holocaust was a lie created by Jewish propagandists.345 In addition 
Rieger has been the neo-Nazi movement's chief legal counsel, representing, 
for example, Ernst Zundel, the author of The Hitler We Loved, a book 
that portrayed Hitler as Germany’s salvation and concluded with the 
declaration “We Love You, ApotF Hitter.”?46 Jensen might have been 
naive, but there was no doubt about the facts. 

Of course, the degree of Jensen’s complicity, willful or otherwise, in 
the ideological misuse of his research is in some ways a distraction from 
the more important point: his considerable efforts to investigate racial 
differences in intellectual ability produced neither scientific insight nor 
social benefit. In exchange, as it were, for the political misuse of science, 
nothing of value was obtained. 


Epilogue to Jensenism: New Approaches to Old Obsessions 


After the bulk of the controversy over his work had died down, Jensen 
persevered in his attempts to prove blacks genetically less intelligent than 
whites. His new research, however, eschewed interest in the heritability 
of IQ scores in favor of racial differences in the speed of information 
processing, a measure he considered “related to even more fundamental 
processes at the interface of brain and behavior, such as errors in the 
transmission of neural impulses.”547 His first reported study of this type 
compared the reaction times of blacks and whites to the onset of some 
sensory stimulus, usually a light. According to Jensen, “simple reaction 
time”—in which a subject merely has to lift his or her finger off a button 
the instant a light bulb goes on—was much less g-loaded (i.e., less 
dependent on general intelligence) than was “choice reaction time’ —in 
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which a subject is faced with a number of lights, each with a corresponding 
button, and must react to the specific one that is turned on; as the 
number of possible stimuli increases, more information must be processed, 
and the decision mechanism becomes more complex, elements he claimed 
were “the essence of g.” This procedure permitted an exact quantifica- 
tion of stimulus complexity in terms of the number of “bits” of informa- 
tion presented. (A bit—short for binary digit—is the standard unit of 
measurement in information theory, defined as the logarithm to the base 
two of the number of alternatives in a choice situation. A single light thus 
presents zero bits of information, while two, four, and eight lights involve 
one, two, and three bits, respectively.) When Jensen compared the per- 
formance of blacks and whites on these tests, “the results turn out 
perfectly in accord with the hypothesis”: there was no difference between 
the two groups in reaction time to a single light, but as the number of 
stimuli grew larger, increasing the number of bits of information and thus 
the intellectual requirements of the task, “the white-Negro differences in 
RT [reaction time] increased significantly and linearly with each addi- 
tional bit.”348 

A somewhat similar result had been obtained more than forty years 
earlier by two Vanderbilt University professors, Martha Lambeth and 
Lyle Lanier, but Jensen’s outcome was much more impressive for two 
reasons. First, although the earlier scientists had found greater racial 
differences in “speed” as the complexity of performance increased, they 
acknowledged that their judgment of performance was somewhat subjec- 
tive, especially since some of the tasks involved learned abilities, such as 
reading. Jensen, in contrast, had a definition of complexity that not only 
was precise and theoretically based but also allowed tasks that were free 
of any cultural content. Second, in the earlier study when blacks and 
whites were matched for IQ score, the differences in speed disappeared. 
“Indeed,” wrote Lambeth and Lanier, “the Negro is usually ‘faster’ than 
the white of the same Stanford-Binet score.”249 In Jensen’s study the two 
groups of subjects began “almost perfectly matched in the score distribu- 
tion on a group verbal test of intelligence,” thus “stack[ing] the cards,” as 
he put it, against the hypothesis that the groups would differ in reaction 
time as the amount of information increased. When such a steadily 
increasing difference occurred nevertheless, it was all the more astonishing. 
If blacks performed progressively worse than whites with the same IQ as 
this culture-free measure of information processing increased, it implied 
that standardized tests of intelligence were biased—in favor of blacks. 

By the time Jensen’s study on reaction time appeared, Leon Kamin, a 
professor of psychology at Princeton University, had exposed the fraudu- 
lent nature of Sir Cyril Burt’s studies on heritability and IQ and was 
becoming well known for his reanalyses of data collected by other 
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researchers on the same topic. In reanalyzing the data, he often had to 
request subjects’ individual scores from these investigators, who usually 
responded in the best traditions of science, making their material avail- 
able to Kamin even though they knew that his analysis might suggest a 
conclusion opposed to their own. When Kamin read Jensen’s work on 
race and reaction time, he considered the results slightly incredible, 
implying, as they did, that blacks should be underrepresented in endeavors 
requiring rapid response to complex visual displays—such as basketball 
and boxing. He consequently wrote to Jensen, politely requesting to see 
the data and offering to defray all expenses involved in reproduction.35° 
Kamin anticipated no difficulty, especially since Jensen was clearly on 
record that scientific data should be made public. After his own reanalysis 
of Burt’s data had also judged them useless, Jensen had reflected on the 
“important lesson” to be derived from this unfortunate episode, offering 
some recommendations to “aid the advancement of behavioral genetics”: 
data “should be published in full,” perhaps as a “general requirement for 
the publication of studies ...so that quantitative analytical techniques 
other than those used by the original authors can be applied to the data 
by anyone who wishes’; if this was too demanding, at least the data 
should “be submitted complete in some standard form to the journals 
publishing the studies... , to be permanently preserved in the journals’ 
archives for future workers.”35! Despite this unequivocal statement, Jensen 
refused Kamin’s numerous requests to see the original observations, in 
effect maintaining that blacks were intellectually inferior to whites on the 
basis of data that he was unwilling to make available for critics’ inspection. 

Kamin was able to examine more closely some of Jensen’s subsequent 
assertions about race and reaction time. Many of these statements were 
attributed to other researchers, but when Kamin tracked down the 
original sources, he often found that they had been seriously distorted. 
For example, Jensen claimed that “another study... of information 
processing rate...has also reported a relatively content-free mental 
processing task...and shows a significant mean black-white differ- 
ence...75% as large as the black-white difference” on a standard IQ 
test.852 However, Kamin found that the cited publication, an obscure 
technical report from the Naval Postgraduate School, had compared the 
performance of forty-three whites and twenty-two “nonwhites,” but the 
latter group had actually contained exactly one black subject, along with 
eleven Hispanics, two Filipinos, four Orientals, one Native American, 
and three “other.”358 

On another occasion Jensen explained that reaction time was attribut- 
able to “brain activity” much more than to sensory-motor functioning: “It 
is taken for granted . . . that highly skilled athletes should outperform, say 
university students in all RT tasks. Yet Muhammad Ali, perhaps the 
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greatest boxer of all time, in his prime was found to show a very average 
RT.”354 That is, a great black athlete was alleged to have a slower 
reaction time than do most university students because reaction time 
depends on the brain. Jensen’s reference for this assertion was a second- 
ary source.355 When Kamin found the original description of Ali’s 
performance, it stated only that he “was asked to jab at and smash a balsa 
board 16% inches away when a light was flashed. Timed with an 
Omegascope, he did it in 19/100 of a second. His fist actually covered the 
distance in 4/100 of a second, about the period of an eyeblink.”356 
Subtracting the latter time from the former indicated that the actual 
reaction time to the light was 15/100 of a second, the exact speed that 
Jensen had termed “the fastest human RT to a single stimulus” in the 
same paragraph in which he called Ali’s reaction time “very average.” 
Though Jensen might have been misled by his secondary source, which 
implied that the reaction time alone had been 19/100, he should never- 
theless have been highly impressed by Ali’s performance, having just 
published a lengthy analysis of the difference between merely lifting a 
finger from a button at the onset of a light and not only lifting the finger 
but also moving it to push another button six inches away. Jensen had 
found that the reaction time—only the time needed to lift the finger 
when the light was presented—was considerably greater in the latter 
case than in the former, a reflection, he theorized, of “the programming 
time for the execution of the specific ballistic response required.”357 
Indeed, the university students in Jensen’s study had needed an average 
of 30/100 of a second just to lift their finger when they knew an 
additional six-inch movement would be required. This should have pro- 
vided an obvious contrast to the 19/100 of a second within which Ali not 
only lifted his hand but also smashed a target over sixteen inches away. 
Eventually, Jensen replicated his study on racial differences in reac- 
tion time. This time he did not “stack the cards” against his own hypothe- 
sis by matching black and white subjects on IQ score; the blacks had 
significantly lower scores than the white subjects. From Jensen’s point of 
view, it should now have been easier to replicate the previous result of a 
steadily increasing difference between the performance of the two groups 
as the number of bits of information (i.e., the complexity of the choice) 
increased. He made absolutely no mention of this astonishing conclusion 
from the earlier study, however. Instead, he noted only that there was no 
significant difference between the overall reaction times of the two 
groups (actually, the blacks were a trivial amount faster than the whites). 
Curious about this omission, Kamin requested and this time received —from 
Philip Vernon, Jensen’s coauthor—the original data, which showed that 
in this case blacks’ performance did not decrease relative to whites’ as the 
number of alternatives grew larger; in fact, it became slightly better in 
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comparison. But with no reference to the complete disconfirmation of the 
earlier “perfect” results, Jensen and Vernon now reported that whites 
had performed faster than blacks on a number of “measures of speed of 
information processing” other than reaction time, though only one of 
these differences was significant. The researchers concluded that the size 
of the differences “bears some relationship to task complexity,” a term for 
which they now devised an ad hoc definition. That is, the data on simple 
and choice reaction time, the only measurements based on a precise, 
theoretical definition of task complexity that could be applied to culturally 
unbiased stimuli, had provided hostile evidence and were now ignored. 
As Kamin observed, “Goodbye information theory (indeed, goodbye 
theory), hello Lambeth and Lanier!”358 

Jensen's continuing attempt to wrest his conclusion, by hook or crook, 
even from hostile data raises serious concerns about the investigation of 
race and intelligence. Self-serving interpretations or the selective use of 
data may not be entirely unexpected when there is intense disagreement 
in science. It is more disturbing that a distinguished scientist and mem- 
ber of the National Academy of Sciences does not find the disconfirmation 
of a previous finding worth mentioning or that he could read a compari- 
son between “whites” and a conglomeration of Hispanics, Filipinos, 
Orientals, Native Americans, and one black subject, all lumped together 
as “nonwhites,” and then cite it as evidence for the difference between 
blacks and whites. (Whether such a comparison, if accurately reported, 
was at all meaningful is another issue.) In addition to what it reveals 
about the researchers, the obsession over race—an issue having no 
demonstrable scientific value—also raises larger questions concerning 
the most effective use of society’s scientific resources. 


